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PREFACE TO THE NZEP EDITION 

This is the first hard-copy edition of this book, a revised edition of the version which was published by Megahard Inc. 
in PDF (Acrobat electronic) format in August 2000. It is the result of about fourteen years' reading, thinking, and 
political action. When I first decided to become a Men's Rights activist, I did not know there were, or had ever been, 
any others in the world. Even when I discovered some in other countries, I did not know any others in my home 
country, New Zealand. It was initially a lonely struggle. 

In more recent years, men and fathers around the globe have been networking nationally and internationally, and I am 
grateful for the support of members of MERA (New Zealand Men for Equal Rights Association), Inc., formerly known 
as the MRA (New Zealand Men's Rights Association), of members of the New Zealand Equality Party, and of my 
colleagues in other countries. I would like to mention Frank Zepezauer, Richard Doyle, Brian O'Higgins, Kingsley 
Morse, Lindsay Jackel, John Knight, Kenneth Pangborn, and Dave Usher, in particular. 

Anyone interested in further information on the issues raised in the present book should visit one of the following 
websites: 

members.tripod.com/peterzohrab/ 
www.geocities.com/peterzohrab/ 
zohrab.freeyellow.com/ 
nzmcra.orcon.net, n/7 
gidday.howzitgoing.com/ 

I would like to thank Glenn Cheriton for suggesting the title of this book, and Rod Van Mechelen for his editorial work 
as publisher of the original PDF electronic version. I have also benefited from comments and contributions by Kenneth 
Pangborn, Ron Dunkerley, Hugh Nations, Dr. Eduard Bakalar, Max Aston, and Lee Math. 

I owe a great debt to my paternal grandmother, Miriam Mabin, for indirectly passing on to me the Mabin "stubbornness 
gene," sine qua non. 

And, finally, I would like to express my gratitude to Roger ("Flower") Fowler and Robert Crowell. In 2000, 1 met Roger 
on the street (after 24 years !) and had to explain why, and Robert probably won't be able to guess why either, if he ever 
finds out! 
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INTRODUCTION 
WHAT IS FEMINISM ? 

Rendall (The Origins of Modern Feminism: Women in Britain, France and the United States, 1780-1860, 
London:Macmillan, 1985) states that the word "Feminism" was first used in English in 1894. It was derived from the 
French word "feminisme", which was apparently invented by the French Utopian Socialist, Charles Fourier. 

I would like to attempt a definition of Feminism which covers all the "Feminisms" mentioned in this book - and 
perhaps even some that are not. Feminists seem to have some difficulty in defining Feminism - mostly because 
Feminists have conquered western societies so thoroughly that there are few non-Feminists left for Feminists to contrast 
themselves with. 

Groups usually define themselves in relation to non-members, and as this particular group can find few 
articulate non-members, it ends up with a fuzzy self-image. I hope to be of assistance in this regard, as this book 
focuses on the thesis that the victims-of-oppression model fits the situation of men at least as well as it fits the situation 
of women, and that men's oppressors are the Feminists (male and female) - plus some overly chivalrous non-Feminist 
males. In my view, this book argues that thesis successfully, but it is up to you to judge if I have been successful. 

Another problem for anyone who wants to define "Feminism" is that, as each generation of Feminists wins its battles 
and retires, the next generation comes along with a completely new set of worries, complaints and demands. For much 
of the nineteenth century, Feminists were concerned with obtaining the right to vote, and property rights. Since the end 
of World War Two, the focus has been first on employment issues and abortion, and later on crimes where women are 
typically the complainants and men are the alleged perpetrators - e.g.., rape, domestic violence and child sexual abuse. 
These different generations tend to define themselves in terms of their own current policy goals. This confuses any 
attempt at getting an overview of this entire political movement: 

A central problem within feminist discourse has been our inability to either arrive at a consensus of opinion 
about what feminism is or accept definition(s) that could serve as points of unification. Without agreed upon 
definition(s), we lack a sound foundation on which to construct theory or engage in overall meaningful praxis. 
(Bell Hooks, Feminist Theory: From Margin to Center, Boston: South End Press, 1989, p. 17) 

This uncertainty about the essence of Feminism is one of the hallmarks of Postmodern Feminism. Previously, Feminists 
did not find it quite so hard to define Feminism. The textbook on Feminism by the Bristol Women's Studies Group 
(1979), for example, despite declaring itself unable to give a neat definition of the academic discipline of Women's 
Studies itself, gives the following definition of its subject-matter, Feminism. I consider this an excellent definition, and 
my own definition is very similar. 

"By feminism we mean both an awareness of women's position in society as one of disadvantage or inequality 
compared with that of men, and also a desire to remove those disadvantages." (Bristol Women's Studies Group, 
Half the Sky: An Introduction to Women's Studies, 1979, p. 3) 

A non-Feminist might feel that that definition demonstrated a fairly rational turn of mind - one that left the door open 
for lucid discussion about whether it was actually true to say women's position in society was one of disadvantage or 
inequality. The desire to remove those disadvantages and inequalities would presumably disappear if it was agreed, 
after a period of dialogue between Feminists and non-Feminists, that they did not, in fact, exist. But contrast this with 
the mentality implicit in the following: 

"If feminism is broadly defined as the quest for a sexually just society, many people share at least some of its 
goals, though they disavow the label." (Meehan, British Feminism from the 1960s to the 1980s, in Smith (ed.) 
1990, p. 189) 

The problem with this definition is that it simply takes for granted, rather than overtly states, what the previous 
definition claimed, i.e., that women's position in society is one of disadvantage vis-a-vis men. A Feminist is one who (as 
the very word suggests) is primarily, if not exclusively, interested in pushing the female point of view and women's 
agendas. To simply assume this is the same as suggesting sexual justice betrays a one-sided frame of mind which would 
find constructive dialogue with non-Feminists virtually impossible. 

A good definition of a Feminist appeared in a leaflet advertising the Public Sessions of the 1993 National Conference of 
the New Zealand Women's Electoral Lobby (WEL), in Wellington, New Zealand: 
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WEL defines a feminist as someone who believes that women are socially and economically disadvantaged 
because of their gender and acts on that belief. 

Here is another interesting view of Feminism: 

"Feminism is not, in my view, a set of a priori answers, nor a commitment to a particular ideology. It is rather a 
willingness to follow questions wherever they lead us. Feminism insists upon a commitment to listening with 
open ears to women's experience in order to reformulate our actions and thought. It is thus more a method for 
creative inquiry than a set of predetermined points. Feminism is a commitment to women's well-being, to 
pursuing justice instead of patriarchy, but the substance of women's well-being is not necessarily known in 
advance." (Pellauer: Moral Callousness and Moral Sensitivity: Violence against Women, in Andolsen et al. 
1987, p. 34) 

This statement embodies a misconception as to the nature of ideology. No ideology, and no religion, is able to anticipate 
every single issue that might arise, and therefore issues are interpreted in the light of prevailing circumstances by the 
believers in that particular religion or ideology. So other ideologies are just as open-ended as Feminism is - tending to 
determine what questions are asked by its adherents, rather than providing all of the answers ready-made. That is why 
there are so many versions of Marxism, and why there can be theoretical debate about the proper Marxist approach to 
many issues. 

I am sure Feminism has always, by and large, followed questions wherever they happened to lead - but the point is that 
Feminist ideology determines what questions get asked in the first place. This book points out the inherent bias in the 
types of questions Feminists always ask, and it suggests other questions we could and should ask, as well. 

Feminists, as Pellauer points out, listen to women's experience with open ears. By the same token, they do not listen to 
men's experience with open ears. That is one clear indication of the bias that is inherent in Feminist ideology. 

"The reason feminism uncovered this reality, its methodological secret, is that feminism is built on believing 
women's accounts of sexual use and abuse by men." (Catharine A. MacKinnon, Feminism Unmodified, p. 5) 

The unstated corollary to this, of course, is that they do not believe men. This one-eyed approach can also lead 
Feminists (and entire western legal systems) up unscientific paths, as we will see in connection with Lenore Walker's 
book, The Battered Woman, in my chapter on domestic violence. 

As Pellauer points out, Feminism is a commitment to women's well-being - but (by implication) not a commitment to 
men's well-being. If there is ever a conflict between men's well-being and women's, there is no doubt at all which side 
Feminists are on. 

As we will see in the chapter on circumcision, western Feminists focus on female genital mutilation in Third-World 
countries — but when asked about male genital mutilation in their own countries, dismiss it as a men's issue. One might 
think there is nothing wrong in having a bias. However, Feminists usually claim their goal is sexual equality, and the 
Feminazis (totalitarian Feminists) actively try to prevent Men's Rights positions from being propagated on an equal 
basis with Feminist ideas. Therefore this bias is a very serious issue. 

My own approach to the problem is to define Feminism as the application of the victims of oppression model to the 
situation of women in society. Thus a Feminist is one who believes this model (in any given society) fits the 
situation of women more appropriately than it does the situation of men. This does not imply that all Feminists 
believe the "oppressors" of women are men - some Feminists believe the real oppressor is Society itself, and that men, 
too, are oppressed by the rigidity of the roles that Society forces them to adopt. 

That would suffice as a definition, in my opinion. However, one could add that Feminists are almost bound to be 
gendercentric and unable to see any ways in which men are discriminated against or oppressed. Some Feminists 
ardently concur that men are oppressed by male gender roles but contend: 

(1) this is a men's problem and not their concern, and 

(2) as women are "liberated," men will be liberated too. 

However, the kinds of problems I will discuss in this book are not problems caused by gender-roles - except to the 
extent that it is now the gender role of a women in western societies to oppress men by ignoring their needs and 
concentrating on women's supposed "rights." So Feminism is really a state of mind, which means it is unlikely to die 
out because of a lack of issues to campaign on. If the issues didn't exist, they would have to be invented (as French 
writer Voltaire said about God). 
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In stating this, I strongly disagree with Simone Weil, who said, "Oppression proceeds exclusively from objective 
conditions." (Simone Weil, Oppression and Liberty). This is a somewhat naive point of view - though understandable, 
coming as it does from an apologist for anti-establishment activism. What I am saying is that the presence or absence of 
"oppression" is of course determined by fallible human beings. Sometimes they will look to find oppression where the 
objective conditions might not seem to third-parties to involve oppression at all. 

Conversely, situations of actual oppression can be, and are, overlooked by people who have an ideology that blinds 
them to a particular form of oppression. The present book - in part - is an attempt to tear the blinders off the eyes of 
people who are ideologically oblivious to even the possibility that men could be oppressed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

FEMINIST NARCISSISM AND POLITICAL POWER 

In his article, "The Women Are At Fault" Matthias Matussek refers to the modern women's "excitedly-chattering 
programs of feminine self-elevation."' He asks, "Why do they constantly stand before the fairy-tale mirror-on-the wall, 
to reassure themselves that they are the most beautiful, the smartest, the most courageous?" He suggests their 
"narcissistic posturing before the mirror, as silly as it is, is part of the prescribed role-acting for the 'modern woman,' 
something that she finds almost impossible to escape." (Translator: W. Schneider, 
www.pappa.com/emanzi/mm fault.htm ) 

He also cites the widespread popular feeling that "women are on the ascent, men on the descent." These two features of 
modern western societies — women's narcissism and their ascent, relative to men - are closely connected. To understand 
these phenomena, we need to analyse developments in both political and social thinking since World War II. 

One major result of the Second World War has been that conservative and right-wing policies were discredited by the 
defeat of their apparently most extremist (Fascist and Nazi) proponents. Any policy promoted by Hitler, Mussolini, the 
Nazis or the Fascists (even just moderately conservative ones) is vulnerable to attack because of its association with the 
"Bad Guys." In fact, Germany was probably lucky the autobahns weren't all dug up on that pretext after World War II! 
The Left/Right dichotomy is to some extent artificial, or course, and Nazism was to some extent a Socialist ideology. 
However, in popular culture Nazism is classed as being on the Right and Socialism is classed as being on the Left. 

In response, our gurus (Hollywood, plus university lecturers and journalists) inundated the second half of the 20th 
Century with the "lessons" they thought we should learn from the WW II. Apparently, they believed the main lesson is 
that, by definition, anyone who is "oppressed" is good, while "oppressors" are bad. My point is not that this precept is 
wrong, but that, by virtue of this connection with Nazi atrocities, it has become the moral cornerstone of western 
society. It is so pervasive that as westerners we might need to learn Arabic or an Asian language and go live in certain 
parts of Muslim or non-Muslim Asia before we could even conceive how it is possible to think of Hitler without the 
moral overtones that have become second nature for westerners. Hitler and his actions have become synonymous with 
extreme evil, and are often used by political movements as reference-points, with which to compare some evil that they 
are attacking. 

Why should that matter? Because of how it causes us to view victims (both real and alleged). 
Virtue of the victim class 

Generations of academics and journalists have told us women are chief among the victims of oppression, and men are 
their oppressors. In the post-W.W.II paradigm, this makes all women "good" and all men "bad." This story told long 
and loud has produced a virtual cult of oppression, and there has been an unholy scramble by various sections of our 
societies to prove themselves oppressed, and therefore good. 

Getting classified as one of the oppressed provides all sorts of benefits. First, it all but guarantees positive media 
coverage, and even ordinary women can now expect to be treated as victims in situations where men would not. 

Then there is the research into one's oppression, government subsidies of various kinds and possibly even a clutch of 
Hollywood movies. (Despite a growing body of evidence proving women commit as much domestic violence as men, 
for example, scarcely a month goes by without the release of a new movie about how husbands beat up their wives, and 
the Battered Woman's Shelter movement has become a lucrative government subsidized business.) With all that, who 
wouldn't want to be one of the oppressed? Or at least recognized as one. 

Today the view women are victims is taken for granted, and we live in a culture obsessed by their issues. Society 
revolves around women and their needs, with so many Feminist Special Interest Groups (SIGs) demanding whatever 
they feel might benefit women as a whole, or one sector of the female population in particular, that men's issues are 
virtually ignored, by comparison. Such is Feminists' power that few politicians are willing to oppose them for fear 
of being labeled "sexist." 

With men and society so obsessed with women's issues, it is only natural for women - like the spoiled only-child of 
doting parents - to become ever more self-obsessed and narcissistic. If everything else revolves around you, you may as 
well revolve around yourself as well. Only the strongest resist. Making derogatory remarks about men is habitual in 
some Feminist circles - but men can hardly make derogatory remarks about women without being shamed or bullied 
into an apology. 
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Women's self-esteem is constantly built up by exaggerated headlines (any woman who is able to breathe is a candidate 
for being called a "Superwoman" in a Feminist journalists's puffery.) And this, together with the absence of criticism, 
means that women can blame external forces for all their problems, and need never taken responsibility for them. 

Women's narcissism is partly a result of women's power (see chapter 14). But it is also a source of their power. Since 
women are so tuned-in to themselves, they have ample opportunity to discover "needs" (i.e. wants) which Society (i.e. 
men) must fulfill. Complaining about all these new unfulfilled needs creates more evidence of their victimization by 
men, and this reinforces their power. 

Who's got the power? 

On both the Left and Right, philosophers, politicians and ideologues often use a "straw man" model of their opponents' 
ideas - a distorted model which they can attack more easily than the real thing. Similarly, Feminists have used a straw 
man model of political power, emphasizing the power of politicians and top bureaucrats, to deflect attention from the 
real bastions of power in western democracies. Decision-makers such as politicians do have power, but that power is 
severely limited by those who control the flow of information, stereotypes and ideas in popular culture. 

The really powerful people are the journalists, Hollywood personnel, and researchers who control information and 
stereotypes, and thereby control the choices decision-makers think are available to them. Joseph McCarthy once tried to 
purge Hollywood of Communist sympathisers. He failed, and our sympathies are now supposed to be with those whose 
careers he damaged. 

However, it would be naive to assume he was wrong in his analysis — however heavy-handed his methods. Hollywood, 
the media, and the education system control or at the least strongly influence what policies the electorate thinks are 
good, realistic or credible. I have first-hand experience of blatant left-wing indoctrination in the education sector, 
where many professionals think it is sufficient to label something or someone as "left" for she/it/he to be worthy of 
promotion - and labelling something or someone as "right" is sufficient cause to oppress or censor him/it/her. In 
universities, it has long been fashionable for Leftists to label something or someone as "Fascist" if it or they are even 
slightly to the Right of their own stance on an issue. 

I am talking here about the actual workers (e.g., journalists) in these fields - not the financial backers, who are usually 
too interested in making money to care about influencing the content of what is produced by their sometimes one-eyed 
Left/Liberal workers. Even print media which have a conservative editorial line do not always insist on that same bias 
in other sections of their publication. 

For example, the Wellington, New Zealand, conservative Dominion morning daily newspaper once periodically ran 
prominent articles on Feminism and female politicians in France. What makes this remarkable is how irrelevant it is to 
most New Zealanders, who have very little interest in internal French politics. Could it be a subtle way of disguising 
Feminist propaganda? Hitler's infamous henchman Goebbels preferred to use historical analogies rather than direct 
propaganda, in order to conceal his "art." Were Dominion Feminist journalists using geographical displacement to 
package their propaganda the same way Goebbels used historical displacement to package the Nazis' propaganda. 

Parallel to the degree of control Feminists exert in the media is the difficulty men have in finding publishers for books 
on men's issues. 

The Internet promises to liberate us from this covert censorship, but librarians and teachers are working hard to prevent 
that and reclaim their pre-Internet control over information. Articles such as "Testing the Surf: Criteria for Evaluating 
Internet Information Resources" (Alastair Smith, The Public Access Computer Systems Review 8, No. 3, 1997) argue 
that people should be taught to avoid web sites that are "biased" in favour of those that have "authority" or "reputable 
organizations" behind them. It just so happens the latter category of web sites are likely to belong to libraries and 
educational institutions. Librarianship and education are female-dominated occupations, and these institutions typically 
teach Feminism as fact and ignore or deprecate men's rights. 

Take the well-known Feminist journalist and author, Susan Faludi. According to the author of the Femjour web page, 

"Faludi thinks a journalist's job is to create social change by educating people and taking the time to investigate 
things. A journalist needs to be passionate about a cause, she says." 
(www.dnai.com/~ljtaflin/FEMJOUR/faludi.html ) 
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Leftist journalists are often "engaged" or "committed" in this way. I once read a "news" article in the Guardian Weekly 
about a new or resurgent right-wing party in Austria (Austrian Freedom Party) that wanted to restrict immigration. This 
party later became part of the Government and one of its Ministers, Mr. Haupt, founded the World's first Men's 
Department (in the Ministry of Social Security and Generations). Because immigration is such an emotive issue when it 
concerns German-speaking countries, I had to read about half-way into the article before I could find any indication of 
the reasons this party gave for its policies - the first half was pure rhetoric about how dangerous this party was! Yet the 
Guardian counts as one of the "quality" newspapers of Britain! 

When this Men's Department was founded, I started to take an interest in whether the Austrian Freedom Party was 
actually a Neo-Nazi party, as the media tended to imply. I did a brief search of the Internet, which confirmed my initial 
impression that most of the opposition to this party was based on Left-wing hysteria and rhetoric, rather than fact. 

Later, I attended a lecture on the history of Austria given by a retired Professor of German (himself of Austrian origin), 
who also called the party "Neo-Nazi", but gave no evidence for this. So I challenged him to give some concrete 
evidence that it was Neo-Nazi, but all he could say was that the party's original leader, Mr. Harder, was "too clever" to 
say anything specifically Nazi, and that he had addressed a gathering of former SS soldiers. Interestingly, he also 
characterised the New Zealand politician, Winston Peters, as "too clever" ! I pointed out that, if Communists voted for 
a left-wing party, he would not then say that that entire party was Communist ! He was most reluctant to consider even 
the possibility that the Austrian Freedom Party was not Neo-Nazi, but he did eventually admit that possibility. 

He mentioned that these former SS soldiers (if that is what they actually were) explained their vote for the Austrian 
Freedom Party as a vote for "Freedom" - and he was very scornful of that. However, he himself explained that the 
ruling Leftists in Austria had become very corrupt, and it doesn't take much imagination to see that conservatives in the 
Austrian countryside might indeed have justifiably seen a vote against the ruling Leftists as a vote for freedom from 
oppression. I constantly come up against the Leftist attitude (in the capital city of New Zealand, where I live) that, if 
you don't have the correct Leftist views, you should go and live in a provincial town ! That bias is also reflected in the 
kind of service I get from Leftist bureaucrats. Often the bias is so great as to be unbelievable. 

Since World War II, an entire intellectual culture of hysteria has grown up, where certain topics (e.g. restricting 
immigration) are taboo, and anyone broaching those topics is considered to be a racist or even a Neo-Nazi, who is 
simply too clever to say what he/she really thinks. Every country restricts immigration to some extent, and I would 
guess that Third-World countries, from which refugees typically flow into Western countries, restrict immigation much 
more than Western countries do, on the whole. No country, surely, can afford to open its borders to everyone who 
wants to come in ! 

When I read the left-liberal British Guardian Weekly newspaper, I filter out the bias. One of its subscribers, however, 
told me he reads it specifically for its bias! This kind of person is what is known in Britain as a "Guardian-Reader"; i.e., 
someone with a fairly predictable set of politically correct views. Such people, who graduate en masse from our Liberal 
Arts colleges and universities, provide a ready market for committed Leftist journalists to carry out political activism as 
part of their professional activities. 

In the 1970's, in Auckland, New Zealand, I failed to get into journalism school while a Marxist female friend 
succeeded. She told me my mistake had been to wear a suit at the interview - the panel was looking for crusading 
journalists, not conservative types. And I am sure I gave the wrong answer when the interviewers asked me if I wanted 
to "change the World." "Of course not!" I said. As a consequence of this pervasive bias, the West is flooded with 
journalists who have been selected for courses or for jobs on the basis of their leftist credentials, and their determination 
to avoid objectivity at all costs. 

In 1997, 1 made an oral submission to a committee of the national legislature, which was considering some draft 
legislation on a Sex War issue. 2 The actual issue was the provision of social welfare payments to people (i.e., women, 
in most cases) who were deemed to be victims of ongoing domestic violence. They were to be eligible to receive these 
payments even if their partners already had an income which would normally make them ineligible to receive social 
welfare payments. 

On behalf of my Association, I made a written and oral submission, focusing on the use of the term unscientific term 
"Battered Woman Syndrome" in the preamble to the Bill. I had some hand-outs for the media and when I saw some 
women sitting at the back of the committee room who were taking notes, I asked if any members of the media were 
present. No one responded, though much was written. 
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There were two oral submissions made before mine, and at least one after. Despite this, an article appeared next day in 
the Dominion, the city's only morning newspaper, describing the committee's activities as though there had been only 
one submission - from a Feminist. It gave what amounted to a Feminist press release; no comment or criticism of any 
kind. Obviously, an insider on the staff of the newspaper was determined to give only one side of the story - the 
Feminist's. The paper is known for its conservative editorial line, but this line is obviously not enforced in all sections of 
the paper. 

The combined efforts of the New Zealand Men's and Fathers' Movement did succeed in persuading the Committee to 
throw out the concept of the "Battered Woman's Syndrome," but the Law Commission, as I write, is trying to get it 
introduced into New Zealand law under another name. I see such one-sided reporting as typical of my experience with 
the media, though the situation has gradually improved due to our persistent opposition to media bias. 

This media/Hollywood/university/publishing industry brainwashing process, however, does not have to continue 
perpetually. Despite their best efforts, reality may yet gatecrash this particular Hollywood set. I hope that day is close at 
hand and that this book, together with other events happening around the world will mark a watershed in this process. 

The Soviet Union and Comecon are no more, China has declared that to be rich is glorious, and there has been a 
massive swing to the Right in western economic policies. Countries in East and Southeast Asia have also helped 
weaken the stereotype that only Whites can be rich (and therefore "bad"). The old Left-wing stereotypes are breaking 
down all over the world. Leftism in social policy matters cannot remain unaffected because it is a state of mind 
maintained by a victim coalition. If one part of it is undermined, all are undermined. 

I am not attacking the victim coalition here - just analysing their power-structure in relation to Feminism, as defined in 
the Introduction. The victim coalition and its ideology, Political Correctness, have become very powerful. I do not 
desire their total destruction, but I do acknowledge that attacking one of their pillars - Feminism - has the potential to 
weaken the entire edifice. 
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CHAPTER 2 

CIRCUMCISION VS. CHOICE 

As defined by the US National Organization of Circumcision Information Resource Centers (NOCIRC), circumcision is 
the surgical removal (cutting off) of the fold of skin that normally covers the glans (head) of the penis. 

This chapter is concerned solely with neonatal circumcision - i.e., the removal of the foreskin of infant boys — because 
here the parents are making a decision on behalf of someone who is too young to make an informed decision himself. 
Once an adult, a man should presumably be able to decide for himself whether to be circumcised provided his choice 
has not already been preempted by his parents! Abortionists use the word "choice" to allow women to kill their unborn 
children and here we are only talking about allowing a male infant the choice as to whether he is to lose part of his own 
anatomy in a painful operation. 

According to NOCIRC, doctors in the English-speaking countries started circumcising babies in the mid-1800s "to 
prevent masturbation," which some doctors claimed caused many diseases, including epilepsy, tuberculosis and 
insanity. Doctors have given other reasons since then, but all of them, including the claim that circumcision prevents 
cancer of the penis, cancer of the cervix and venereal diseases, have been disproven according to NOCIRC. 

Male circumcision is more widespread in the world than its female counterpart. Like female circumcision, male 
circumcision is often practised for religious and cultural reasons. Yet it is female circumcision that gets most of the 
publicity in the western media. Feminists are up in arms, but only over Female Genital Mutilation (FGM); when 
asked about Male Genital Mutilation (MGM), they generally scoff ("it's just a little piece of skin") or yawn and 
dismiss it as "not a women's issue." Their attitude is a Men's Issue in itself. Male circumcision is genital mutilation, 
and should be campaigned against by all who oppose female circumcision. 

The Case For Circumcision 

According to Dr Brian Morris, there are good reasons both for and against circumcision, but he comes down heavily in 
favour of the practice. 

(See www-personal.usyd.edu.au/~bmorris/circumcision.shtml) 

I would like to raise two general issues before discussing his arguments in detail: 

1. As some of his arguments have to do with the benefits of circumcision to women, they are irrelevant. After all, 
how many arguments are there about women's health issues that have to do with their effect on men? None! 

2. His arguments imply circumcision is the natural or normal treatment of infant boys, and his concern is whether 
to abolish an established practice. An anti-circumcisionist might prefer to start from a tabula rasa (blank slate) and ask 
why one would want to perpetuate a practice which, like animal sacrifice, arose out of myth and superstition. We should 
look at the matter through more objective eyes, and require this surgical procedure to justify itself. 

Here, then, are Dr. Morris' points, together with my comments on them: 

One major disadvantage of the foreskin is that it creates an unhealthy environment between it and the penis, where dead 
cells, secretions, urine and bacteria proliferate, and infection can and does arise — even if the area is regularly cleaned. 
But the same could be said of the hymen, yet any physician who would dare suggest routinely removing the 
hymen at birth would risk losing their license. 

Another is that the foreskin keeps the skin of the penis beneath it thin and moist (compared to the same area of skin on a 
circumcised penis), and this presents a weaker barrier against infection. But the intact penis is also more sensitive to 
erotic stimulation. 

Another problem is that the foreskin increases the surface area of skin, and thus increases the likelihood of infection 
penetrating it. This same point could be used to suggest surgically shortening all penises to a uniform and medically 
determined "optimum" length. But how many men, not to mention women, would agree to that? Moreover, the 
relatively loose foreskin is more likely than the circumcised penis to become damaged during sexual intercourse - 
allowing infection to enter the bloodstream. Sure, and the same might be said of the labia minora but western cultures 
refer to any cutting of the female genitalia as mutilation. 

Having the operation later in life gives the patient the opportunity to worry about it in anticipation, he says. But at least 
that allows the individual to choose. Choice for uncircumcised males! Having the operation later also increases the 
likelihood of there being a visible scar. Again, it is (or should be) a male's choice to have it done or not to have it done - 
once he is old enough to understand the implications. 
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He says that no negative psychological side-effects of circumcision have been demonstrated and that the pain of the 
operation can be avoided by using anaesthetics. NOCIRC, NOHARM and other anti -circumcision groups, however, cite 
studies indicating circumcised men tend to be more aggressive than intact men, which can contribute to antisocial 
behavior. 

He also complains that the "smegma" - the film of dead skin cells, bacteria, etc. under the foreskin — gives off an odour 
which some find offensive. The genitals of women of all ages have smegma as well, yet nobody suggests cutting away 
the labia to prevent it, although some people find that smell offensive, too. 

There are sometimes physical problems, including infections, which would be prevented or alleviated by circumcision. 
These are usually caused by parents who tear the foreskin while trying to clean the infant penis. Education can remedy 
that. The foreskin can become caught in the zipper of the fly of a boy's trousers. And children sometimes get their 
fingers caught in a door but we don't amputate their fingers to prevent that. Elderly men in nursing homes - especially if 
they have Alzheimer's Syndrome — are sometimes easier to look after if they are circumcised. Sure, and lobotomized 
patients are easier to look after, too. This argument is inhumane and callous. 

Dr. Morris says that in 1982 it was reported that 95% of UTIs (Urinary Tract Infections) in boys aged 5 days to 8 
months were in uncircumcised infants. However, this only affects about 3 in 100,000 boys, so it is not a significant 
factor which would need to be taken into account. Penile cancer occurs almost exclusively in uncircumcised men in the 
USA. However, the incidence is much lower than the rate of breast cancer among women. By this logic, we should 
also remove breast tissue from baby girls, as a preventative measure! 

Studies have shown women prefer the sight and smell of the circumcised penis - especially for the purposes of fellatio 
(oral sex). By this logic, if most men prefer the sight and feel of surgically augmented breasts, then we should 
force all women to get breast implants. Again, it is irrelevant and offensive to use the desires of women as an 
argument for a compulsory surgical procedure on boys, in violation of their civil rights. 

There are apparently indications that uncircumcised males are at greater risk of suffering from sexual dysfunction. I 
assume that Dr. Morris is referring here to "premature" ejaculation. However, I have also heard of men who have been 
rendered so insensitive by involuntary neonatal circumcision that they astound their sexual partners by chatting during 
the sex act. So it appears circumcision can do such disproportionate harm to males' sexual sensitivity that any possible 
benefits to women' likelihood of reaching orgasm are counterbalanced. 

Dr. Morris states that only a small proportion of boys suffer ill effects from the operation of circumcision itself - citing 
a study by Wiswell: 

Wiswell looked at the complication rates of having or not having it performed in a study of 136,000 boys born in US 
army hospitals between 1980 and 1985. 100,000 were circumcised and 193 (0.19%) had complications, with no deaths, 
but of the 36,000 who were not circumcised the complication rate was 0.24% and there were 2 deaths. 

This is not conclusive because there is no mention of controls for such other factors as socioeconomic group. It is 
perfectly possible the circumcised group came from higher socioeconomic categories and were therefore less likely to 
develop complications anyway. 

He criticises the organisation NOCIRC for comparing male circumcision with female circumcision. Dr. Morris claims 
female circumcision is analogous to removing the entire penis. In fact, however, even removing the clitoris (which is 
only one form of female circumcision) still allows a woman to reproduce, while removing a man's penis would prevent 
him from reproducing naturally. The foreskin contains most of the nerve endings of the penis; hence the clitoris and 
foreskin perform very similar functions: stimulation. 

Dr. Morris further asserts "uncircumcised men have twice the incidence of prostate cancer compared with circumcised." 
However, it may be just that in the USA the same ethnic groups get their sons circumcised as have a low incidence of 
prostate cancer. This hypothesis is supported by the fact that "the NHSLS in the USA saw greatest rates among whites 
and the better educated." Blacks are known to have a higher incidence of prostate cancer than whites in the USA, and 
this is said to be related to the amount of testosterone in the blod, which is higher in Blacks than in Whites or Asians. 

"A number of studies have documented higher rates of cervical cancer in women who have had one or more male 
sexual partners who were uncircumcised," he states. I think it would be ludicrous to allow a women's health issue 
dictate our approach to a men's any more than we should allow a men's health issue to dictate our approach to women's. 
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There are indications circumcision reduces the risk of contracting AIDS when no condom is used during sexual 
intercourse. However, such "indications" carry little weight in a medical climate which encourages the use of condoms 
as the only safe way of having sex. I expect that some types of female circumcision would also reduce the risk of 
contracting AIDS, but Feminists would never agree to that being implemented as a preventative measure ! 

Dr. Morris admits circumcision does have some risks, such as excessive bleeding, infection, the possible need for 
subsequent surgery, dorsal penile nerve block and death. But he does not consider any of these to be either serious or 
common. 

Conclusion 

The issue of how great the various risks and benefits of circumcision are is obviously still somewhat contentious. 
However, no single one of these risks or benefits to the male involved seems very great in itself. That being so, the 
human rights issue should be paramount. In other words, the male should have the choice whether to proceed with this 
irreversible operation - which means it should not be done until he reaches at least his teenage years. 

It is worth noting this operation is not fully reversible. The foreskin may be restored in its role as a covering for the 
glans. However, the nerve endings cannot be replaced. 

Since my stance here is a philosophical one, it might be possible to argue religious reasons should override these human 
rights considerations, where the parents are Jews or Moslems. I do not feel strongly on this point - either way. 
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Part Two 



Lies 



Copyrighted material 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE EDUCATION LIES 

In education, as in every other part of society, Feminists have looked for and found female "victims." To paraphrase 
what Voltaire said about men and God: if female victims don't exist where Feminists look for them, they just invent 
them! 

One myth they are still circulating is that boys dominate the teachers' attention in coeducational classrooms. In many 
countries, this myth was no doubt promulgated at taxpayer expense, and at the expense of the union dues male and 
female teachers paid to their unions. Regardless of who paid the bill, the result was the same: a lot of hand-wringing. 

Primarily, they contend girls suffer as a consequence of (slightly) lower participation rates, and even when the data 
clearly indicate boys are worse off than girls, they still find a way to make girls the greater victims: 

Department of Education research also shows that boys repeat grades and drop out more than girls. Yet girls who repeat 
a grade are more likely to drop out of school than boys. (American Association of University Women 1999 
www.aauw.org/1000/eseamyth.html) 

I have had a lot of experience with Feminist stupidity in academic fields, but this has to be a classic example: they make 
a big fuss about the supposed dominance by boys, and ignore who is really harmed! It should be obvious that the 
introvert (male or female) who quietly gets on with their work might actually have more time to do a good job of 
learning than someone who was always hogging the teacher's time for some reason. It would have been useful for them 
to investigate this aspect of the matter. 

Ironically, when Eileen Byrne, who holds the Chair of Education in Policy Studies at the University of Queensland, 
Australia, visited New Zealand in 1994, she debunked several myths about girls in education, including this one: 

"It's not true in mixed classrooms that all boys dominate the discourse. A massive survey of 1 20 of those studies 
that are most often cited showed that, in a third of those surveyed, neither sex dominated and in another third, 
the difference was so slight as to be not a basis for policy-making. In the remaining third, yes it was true that 
girls did not dominate at all and boys did, but, it was three boys who did, or two boys, one boy. Most of the boys 
don't. That is a question of classroom management. It is a matter of good teaching. In the first place, it's bad for 
any three students to have excessive air time and dominate, be they male or female. In each of those cases there 
was always a girl or two who attempted to dominate. Smart Alec girls exist too " (PPTA News, Vol. 15 No. 3, 
April 1994). 

One problem affecting boys is the growing feminisation of the teaching profession. According to an article on page E2 
of the Sunday Star -Times of March 10, 1996, Australian Psychologist Steve Biddulph observed a shortage of male 
primary teachers is producing boys who "can't conceive of learning as a masculine activity." 1 We need to hear the boys' 
and men's side. If more boys than girls try to hog the teacher's attention in a minority of classrooms, could that be 
because most of their teachers are female and they are attracted to them sexually? Or do Feminist teachers tend to pay 
so much more attention to girls that boys rightly feel neglected, even demonised? This is not good for their morale, self- 
esteem or (in all probability) academic performance, if that's what is happening. 

To give you one example of bias in schools: in one coed school I found the library catalogue listed over 300 books on 
"women" and "girls" but fewer than 30 on "men" and "boys"! I know of teachers who automatically assume that all 
women are kind and well-meaning - and that men and boys are the opposite. If I try to put pro-men items onto the 
agenda for meetings of my teacher union branch, they sometimes get put below "General Business", so that I have little 
or no time to discuss them - or someone comes in late to the meeting and make a lot of noise, so as to disrupt my 
presentation. 

In one study, Massey University lecturer Sarah Farquhar found that men were discriminated against in early childhood 
teaching. (Education Weekly, Vol. 8 No. 284, Monday, February 3, 1997.) Moreover, 55 percent of male teachers 
report being treated as actual or potential child abusers because of all the publicity surrounding a couple of cases of 
alleged child-abuse. This scared men away from the profession, and now many employers discriminate against male 
applicants for teaching positions. 

Thanks to the Feminists' anti-male agenda, courts are convicting innocent men and, in many professions, few men are 
able to find employment. 2 But the excessive numbers of female teachers may have even more sinister effects on the 
education of boys, according to one study: 
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These comparisons revealed systematic tendencies for teachers to evaluate the performance of girls more favourably 
than the performance of boys.... in the areas of reading and written expression teachers showed consistent tendencies to 
evaluate the performance of girls more favourably than the boys even after adjustment for gender differences in 
objective test scores were (sic) made. 3 

The authors of this study believe the reason for this bias is that teachers unconsciously included an evaluation of the 
students' behaviour and personality in their assessment of the students' work. They also say: 

It is also possible that the tendency for teachers to evaluate girls more favourably is, in part, an unintended 
consequence of misapplication of gender equity principles. 

Whichever of these is correct - or even if they are both correct — it would seem the bias is more likely to be present in 
female than male teachers. That is another reason why there should be more male teachers - preferably fifty percent of 
the total number of teachers. 

Anti-boy bias 

Thomas (1993) points out that, in kindergarten and primary school, girls out-perform boys and this may be a result of 
the preponderance of female teachers at that level. He cites surveys showing teachers consistently praise girls more than 
boys, and criticise boys more than girls. Research from UCLA supports this. 4 When kindergarten children learned 
reading from a self-teaching machine, the boys did better than the girls. But when they were taught to read by a woman 
teacher, the girls did better than the boys. 

It is increasingly common for the news media to report girls are doing better academically than boys. At the beginning 
of July 1999 in New Zealand, there was a conference in Waitakere City (in Greater Auckland, New Zealand) on Boys in 
Schools, following which the Education Review Office published a report about it. Then, on July 29th, 1999, Susan 
Wood, of the Holmes TV programme, interviewed the Minister of Education, Nick Smith, and the Principal of Scots 
College, Wellington, who said more men needed to be brought into primary (elementary) teaching, and that they needed 
to be reassured that unsubstantiated allegations of sex abuse or sexual harassment would not ruin their careers. 

In Britain, the findings of Professor Richard Kimbell, of the University of London, on this topic have received 
international publicity. And "men have become the new underclass at university in Australia," according to the article, 
"Men: the blondes of the nineties," in the NZ Education Review, November 4, 1998. 

Fergusson and Horwood (1997) found that, in all educational comparisons, boys aged 8 to 18 years did worse than girls. 
Their data would be compatible with a conclusion that teacher bias against boys is partly to blame. The Principal of 
Motueka High School noted many boys said "teachers favour girls over boys" (The New Zealand Education Gazette of 
14 June 1999, page 4), though he didn't agree with them. 

When girls say such things, Feminists rise up in arms to support them, but they were boys and the Principal did not take 
them seriously. I think we need to take these boys at their word - after all, they are the consumers of the educational 
process and their feelings and opinions deserve to be taken seriously. If they aren't, then that itself is an indication of 
bias against boys. 

In my experience as a teacher in New Zealand, anti-male bias is so entrenched among my colleagues that they are 
incapable of recognising it when they see it. In one department I was teaching in, a female teacher had a prominent sign 
at her desk, which read, "Men can't do anything." I complained to the Head of Department, who got the teacher to 
remove it. No doubt, the teacher had thought of it as a joke, but where in the Western World could a male teacher have 
a sign at his desk saying, "Women can't do anything " - on the pretext that it was just a joke ? A senior female (and 
Feminist) colleague once remarked how a proportion of six females to two males at a union committee meeting was 
"excellent gender balance" (she later received further promotion), and the male chairperson of a teachers' regional union 
meeting said men were "too stupid to handle combination locks" (on toilet doors). Neither he nor anyone else smiled. 
When I raised the issue later at an executive meeting of my teacher union branch, most of the men just laughed! As far 
as leftist teachers are concerned, sexism against men and boys is okay. Only sexism against women warrants concern. 

If I hadn't mentioned these three issues to others, no one would have noticed - they are just typical of the day-to-day 
misandry (man-hatred) endemic in the teaching profession. Presumably, that is why Sue Wood of the Holmes TV 
programme had to go to the Principal of an upmarket private school to find someone who would speak out publicly in 
defence of boys (July 29, 1999). 

One further reason for this may well be that curricula, teaching methods and assessment methods are systematically 
being altered to favour girls over boys - whether this is the result of a deliberate conspiracy or the accidental result of 
the general feminisation of the education systems in many countries, is hard to say. 
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For example, boys seem to thrive on competition more than girls, but competition is politically incorrect and educators 
discourage it. Continuous assessment is steadily replacing examinations in some countries. 5 This removes the 
anonymity of written examinations and allows full scope for teachers' anti-boy bias. Another factor is the banning of 
corporal punishment, when corporal punishment has had a salutary effect on the behaviour and attitude of some boys (in 
my experience as a teacher). Many politicians in New Zealand believe removing it from the school system is a major 
reason for the number of suspensions of boys. About three quarters of suspensions involve boys. (New Zealand 
Education Gazette, June 14, 1999, page 5.) 

Specific subject areas may also be subject to the same trend. According to an article in the New Scientist, April 5, 1997 
("How Speech is Built from Memories," by Robert Pool): 

"Neuroscientists in the US ... suggest that women keep more words in memory than men.... men are more likely 
than women to have difficulty with regular verbs after diseases that damage the procedural memory. But both 
have problems forming the past tense of made-up words such as 'spuff ('spuffed'). This suggests... that women 
store more words in memory than men, and fall back on the rules only when presented with unfamiliar words." 

This suggests emphasising grammatical rules in language teaching would favour boys, while de-emphasising rules 
would favour girls. The trend in language-teaching in recent years has been in the direction of de-emphasising the rules 
and allowing students of average ability to develop superficial oral survival skills as quickly as possible. This is the 
focus of the Communicative approach to language teaching. Language teaching is a female-dominated profession which 
has discarded the old grammar-and-translation approach as too academic and elitist - especially in countries such as 
New Zealand, where languages are not a compulsory part of the curriculum. To make this optional subject attractive to 
students, teachers are not inclined to make it seem too difficult. 

Conclusion 

However, three encouraging educational developments have occurred recently in Australasia: The National Executive 
of the Post-Primary Teachers' Association (PPTA) now has a designated member with specific responsibility for Boys' 
Issues - and I was elected to the position of Men's Contact of The Correspondence School branch of the Post Primary 
Teachers' Association, with responsibility for Boys' Issues and Men's Issues in parallel with the Women's Contact's 
long-standing responsibility for Girls' Issues and Women's Issues. 

Both these developments took effect from the beginning of 1999, but by the beginning of the year 2000 my hopes had 
been dashed, to some extent. The first man chosen by the PPTA to promote Boys' Issues finally revealed himself to be 
a Male Feminist (in an article in the PPTA News, 14 February 2000), and I resigned my branch position in 1999 when I 
was unable to get support from the members to fight a management decision to advertise for students in a periodical for 
women, but not in any periodical for men. Susequent TV advertisements also targeted programmes typically viewed by 
women, rather than sports programmes, for example. However, I believe that Male Feminists will not be able to 
monopolise such positions in the long term. 

In 1999, the University of Tasmania Students' Union voted to create the position of "Men's Officer." This brought about 
a Feminist backlash, of course, and I was told by that Students' Union's Education Officer (a woman) that the 
referendum had been declared unconstitutional and would take place a second time, at which time she was confident 
that the decision would be reversed. 

Like Henry Ford, I don't like making predictions - especially about the future ! Nevertheless, I am optimistic that the 
crown of victimhood will be wrested from the heads of girls. 
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CHAPTER 4 

LIES, DAMNED LIES, AND U.N. STATISTICS 
Introduction 

The chapter on the Media University Complex, among others, provides specific instances of how the Feminist research 
industry exploits its control over gender research by publishing and disseminating false and misleading statistics. 
Statistics which arise out of an ironic combination of Feminist incompetence, their ruthless disregard for the truth and 
the cowardly reluctance of many non-Feminist academics to inquire too closely lest they damage their careers. 

The only way to counter their propaganda machine is with courage, persistence, unbiased studies and accurate statistics. 
Neutralizing the bad with the good. There are many who have attempted precisely that. But then comes the hard part - 
getting the truth past the Feminist-dominated bureaucrats, booksellers and publishers who suppress or ignore virtually 
any data that do not support the Feminist view. For example, I once wrote to the New Zealand Police asking for details 
of their prosecutions for false complaints by category of crime involved. They replied they didn't keep such statistics 
and wouldn't compile them for me, nor would they let me go through their files to compile them myself 

On another occasion, I wrote the New Zealand Minister for the Courts asking for statistics on how often fathers got 
custody of their children in the family court, and I received a similarly negative answer. This negative approach to 
keeping statistics that are relevant to the needs of men and fathers was echoed in the following email I received from 
Robyn Munro, Planning & Information Unit, National Office, New Zealand Ministry of Courts, on November 12th, 
1999: 

In response to your phone call earlier today: Unfortunately we are unable to provide you with detailed information on 
Custody/ Access outcomes from the Family Courts. We hold numbers of cases processed but no information on the 
actual outcomes of those cases. There were 9068 Custody/Access cases processed nationally in the last financial year. 
I'm sorry I cannot help further. The information you seek is not collected on a national basis & I do not know whether 
individual courts keep such records either. 

In Britain, the situation is similar: 

"Unfortunately, the numbers dry up once men stop being the bad guys. (Thomas 1993, page 145)." 

This goes beyond data being merely unavailable - statistics previously published are removed from the record! The 
Statistical Abstract of the United States, for example, used to publish a breakdown by sex of perpetrators of child abuse. 
Once men's rights advocates publicised this, however, a government bureaucrat decided the world didn't need to know 
that most perpetrators of child abuse are female. So 1992 was the last year they were published. (Statistical Abstract of 
the United States, 1992, Table No. 301). 

The GDI and the GEM 

From the United Nations Women's Conferences to documents such as the United Nations Human Development Report 
1995, we can see the Feminists are now well entrenched in the United Nations. Worse, they are using the UN to export 
western Feminism to the rest of the world. 

On page 73 of the 1995 Human Development Report, for example, in a chapter focusing on "the measurement of gender 
inequality by simple composite indices based on readily available data," they propose two measures: the GDI (Gender- 
related Development Index) and the GEM (Gender Empowerment Measure). The GDI is purely an adaptation of an 
already existing United Nations index - the HDI (Human Development Index). The HDI gives a country a relative 
development ranking according to the income, life expectancy, and adult literacy of their citizens, and according to the 
numbers of people enrolled in their education system. 

Similarly, the GDI gives countries a feminisation ranking according to the relative male and female income, life 
expectancy, adult literacy, and numbers enrolled in educational institutions. Of course, "life expectancy" is the odd man 
out here, and ordinarily Feminists would never allow it in one of their indexes. But to get the GDI accepted they had to 
compromise. 

They had to deal with the propaganda problem of the life -expectancy issue, however, since women outlive men in all 
but about two countries in the world. But at least they were in! To draw attention away from the life expectancy issue, 
Hillary Clinton made a speech deploring the lower-than-men life expectancy of women in the two South Asian 
countries when she visited them. That set the stage for what they had planned, next. 

First the UN Feminists did a statistical conjuring trick: They set an artificial maximum life -expectancy for women that 
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was five years greater than men's, and an equally artificial minimum life-expectancy for women that was likewise five 
years greater than men's, then proceeded to "adjust" their raw data and make their calculations and rankings on that 
basis. But aren't the differences relevant? Should they be hidden by such sleight of hand? As justification for this 
cunning ploy, they state: 

"There is indeed strong evidence that the maximum potential life expectancy for women is greater than that for men - 
given similar care, including health care and nutritional opportunities." 

They cite two relatively old works by female writers (Holden 1987 and Waldron 1983) in this connection. On the same 
page, they go on to state: 

"Women's higher potential life expectancy is anticipated in demographic projection as well. For the year 2050, 
for example, life expectancy in industrial countries is projected at 87.5 years for women and 82.5 years for 
men...." 

This demonstrates how women don't have to be competent to hold down a job in a politically correct environment. It is 
not people's potential life expectancy that is anticipated by demographic projections, but their actual life expectancy; 
after all, social factors such as health care have played their part! If the aim is to predict the actual course of events as 
accurately as humanly possible, no demographer would be stupid enough to make projections based on potentials. 

Moreover, Vallin (1995) takes a contrary view as to the causes of the difference between men's and women's actual life- 
expectancy: 

"For many years now, most authors have agreed that social role differences between men and women and related 
factors are the main cause of their inequality in the face of death, (page 178)." 

If the difference between men's and women's life expectancies is indeed the result of their different social roles, then the 
Feminists should not hide the fact by tampering with the figures. There are some theories (see Kirkwood, 1999) that 
women live longer than men because of society's need to assure the primary caregiver lives long enough to see her 
children through to maturity, but this is purely speculative. Particularly as until the relatively recent development of 

hygienic practices at the turn of the 20^ century, women died younger than men and the constant parent was the father. 

Next, the UN Feminists developed their Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM) - a completely new index unpolluted 
by any inconvenient facts relating to life-expectancy. This measure compares men and women according to: 

1 . the number of seats held by them in parliament; 

2. their proportions in the administrative/managerial and professional/technical employment categories; and 

3. their relative incomes. 

This index is arbitrary, politically motivated and aimed purely at demonstrating that women are "oppressed," and 
therefore deserving of sympathy and targeted political action and funding. To say GEM is biased would be an 
understatement. 

Conclusion 

The Men's/Fathers' Movement would do well to propose their own GEI (Gender Empowerment Index), which would 
compare men and women according to: 

1 . their proportion in the national electorate; 

2. their proportions in the mass media news and current affairs production, editorial, and journalistic employment 

areas; 

3. their life-expectancy; 

4. their proportions as recipients of sole custody rights on separation and divorce; 

5. the proportion of health and welfare spending that they benefit from (including single-parent benefits, 
pensions, research, publicity, prevention and treatment relating to sex-specific diseases, and visits to General 
Practitioners); 

6. their proportions in death-rates by suicide; 

7. their proportions in the bureaucracy; 

8. their proportions in the prison population; 

9. their proportions in wartime casualties; 

10. their proportions in conscripted armies; 
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1 1 . their power to determine whether or not their child is aborted; 

1 2. male and female circumcision rates; 

13. numbers of academic Men's Studies and Women's Studies departments; 

14. presence or absence of Ministries of Men's Affairs and Women's Affairs. 

Consider France, where men commit suicide three time as often as do women, and male suicides have increased by 35% 
since 1974 while the female suicide rate has remained static over that period. 1 Men are not committing suicide in 
greater numbers than women because they run society for their own benefit and oppress women! If that were the case, 
women would be committing suicide more and dying at a relatively younger age. 

The Feminist research industry has exploited its virtual monopoly of gender research by publishing and disseminating 
statistics tailored to its own political goals. It is hard to get hold of statistics that support pro -male views because the 
Feminist-dominated bureaucracies in western countries see no need to collect or publish statistics on such issues. 
Additionally, the Feminist-dominated universities are afraid to research such topics - indeed, university ethics 
committees often act as filters to prevent pro-male research. 

It's an information war and the Men's/Fathers' movement must see knowledge and data as weapons of mass instruction. 
We must, therefore, mount siege against their lies, bomb the media with salvo upon salvo of facts until their ears ring 
with the truth, and storm the arsenals where these weapons are stored - the universities and government bureaucracies. 
No more lies, no more half-truths, no more witchhunts. 
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CHAPTER 5 

EMPLOYMENT ISSUES AND THE "WOMEN CAN DO ANYTHING" LIE 
News Item 

Barry Ceminchuk ... has sued the President of the United States and the Secretary of Defense for employment 
discrimination against him and all men. 1 

Introduction 

There are jobs in which women have gained an unfair advantage over men — others where women already had an 
advantage — and more where Feminists have leveraged and exacerbated an already inequitable state of affairs. Three 
employment sectors where men are disadvantaged are the police, modelling, and professional sports. Why? Because 
men have to compete with women on a level playing field when it suits women, but when it doesn't, women get special, 
preferential treatment. 

The slogan "Women Can Do Anything", which has been popular in New Zealand, was meant as a claim that women 
could do any job men could. In practice, it became dogma that had to be proved, usually by applying a double standard. 2 
Thus, in the police force, men have to perform a physical test each year in less time than the women. (In the U.S. this is 
called "gender norming."). But no one imposes gender norming on criminals, so a gender-normed policewoman is 
likely to be physically incompetent, when faced with the task of chasing or fighting a male criminal. If the police could 
do a deal with the criminals, whereby the crims wouldn't run too fast or fight too hard when confronted by a mere 
policewoman, this sexist double-standard would perhaps start to make sense. 

Is the return on our investment making the double standard worthwhile? Hardly. According to an article in the 
Wellington Dominion newspaper of October 1 1th 1997, women don't stay in the New Zealand police force as long as 
men do - only seven years, on average, as against 17 years for men - so the investment in training a woman police 
officer is a relative waste of taxpayers' money. 

This same double standard is applied in other fields. In professional sports, golf has separate men's and women's tees. In 
professional tennis, the women play "best of three sets" while men play "best of five sets" - for virtually the same prize 
money. 

Aren't double standards supposed to be sexist? Not in this case, according to University of Michigan law professor 
Catharine MacKinnon: "Why should you have to be the same as a man to get what a man gets simply because he is 
one?" (The Seattle Times, March 6, 1992) She argues that workplace performance is judged by male standards based on 
male paradigms and this amounts to discrimination when those standards are applied to women. Hence, employers 
should not judge women by those standards. 

In the real world, this argument is incoherent. A job is not a right - it is a means to provide economic resources for 
oneself, one's dependents, and the community. Western men allowed women into the workforce on the assumption they 
were just as good as men. At least, according to the Feminist propaganda they were as good as men. 

If Feminists now say women are not, after all, as productive as men, and for this reason need to be assessed by different 
standards, then they are in effect arguing for women to get back to the kitchen! At least there they would provide a 
service with high social utility paid for by the labour of their menfolk, as used to be the case in western societies. No 
economy is so rich and secure that it can afford to give priority to inefficient workers when more efficient ones are 
available. 

The Feminist slogans "Women Can Do Anything" and "Girls Can Do Anything" are lies. They are never applied fairly. 
But they are not truly intended as statements of fact; in reality: they are devices, propaganda of the kind common in 
totalitarian countries to overcome and conquer the truth, to make something true that is obviously not true, to peddle a 
Big Lie. Remember George Orwell (the author of "Animal Farm" and "1984") ? He would recognize the modern 
Feminist state as a totalitarian one. 

The main aim of Feminists in recent years has been to get more women into the paid workforce and make life for them 
there as pleasant and as profitable as possible no matter the price men have to pay for it. Feminists have paid lip-service 
to the notions of "equality" and "equity" where this seemed to be a useful tactic. But there have been no effective men's 
pressure-groups to assure these standards were adhered to. Hence, unless some Feminist group decides to make an issue 
of something nobody listens to calls for equity. And this gives women an extremely unfair advantage. 
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Equal Employment Opportunities and Affirmative Action kill men 

Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) and Affirmative Action (AA) are examples of Feminist-supported workplace 
policies, and these policies kill. Mainly, they kill men (see below). And that's quite apart from the jobs they steal from 
able men to squander on less qualified women. 

This may be hard to prove, since any two candidates for a given job may have such different educational backgrounds 
and life experiences that it is easy for a selection panel with a particular agenda (e.g., Affirmative Action) to find some 
factors in the background of the applicants they can use to rationalise their decision afterwards, if necessary. For 
example, they could say their organisation lacked enough customer service staff who had experience dealing with 
whining children; their preferred candidate "just happened" to have such experience and they felt this would be more 
useful for dealing with customers than extensive knowledge of the products, services and industry. But we still need 
examples where such bias is obvious. 

Feminists have adamantly asserted that "women can do anything" and that men, as a sex, cannot be considered more 
suitable than women for particular jobs. So why is it okay to say women, as a sex, are more suited for particular jobs? 
This is a glaring example of Feminists employing sexist standards to advance their agenda, and it goes against 
everything they say they stand for. If a job requires men to meet certain physical fitness criteria, it should require all 
candidates to meet those same standards. If a female candidate can meet those standards, under the principles of equal 
employment opportunity she should get the same consideration any other equally qualified male candidate would 
receive. But affirmative action has different priorities. 

There are obvious, apparent differences between the policies of EEO and AA The term "Equal Employment 
Opportunity" implies there should be no barriers based purely on race or sex to any person who aspires to a particular 
position. "Affirmative Action," however, goes well beyond that. If removing barriers to women and ethnic minorities, 
etc., does not result in their being employed in every workplace and at every hierarchical level in proportion to their 
presence in the population as a whole, then quotas need to be set to achieve that result artificially and irrespective of the 
merits of the candidates for the positions. 

Each government and workplace tends to interpret these two programmes differently, depending on the political forces 
at work there. John Marcus of the National Coalition of Free Men defines Affirmative Action as follows: 

Current policy of establishing hiring quotas, quotas for business contracts, quotas for university admissions, providing 
some people, and not others, with more favorable loan arrangements, preferential treatment in awarding broadcast 
licenses and other favoritism based on race and gender. Favoritism is enforced through government agencies. 
Affirmative action first became wide spread during the Nixon administration (Republican), ( www.ncfm.org/afiract.htm) 

We have to look at both sides of the ledger. Women may have been prevented from doing certain things, but some of 
those things (which men were forced to do) were unpleasant — even dangerous. In pre-Feminist western societies, there 
was an equal-but-different model of gender roles which emphasised the fact that there are some things women can do 
better than men, and vice versa. 

Women can't do everything as well as men 

When women get pregnant or during menstruation and menopause, which don't have precise male equivalents, women 
tend to function below par, intellectually (see the medical research papers: Buckwalter JG; Stanczyk FZ; McCleary CA; 
Bluestein BW; Buckwalter DK; Rankin KP; Chang L; Goodwin TM (1998) and Keenan PA; Yaldoo DT; Stress ME; 
Fuerst DR; Ginsburg KA (1998)). 

Certainly they cannot sustain the kind of physical activity required by many jobs. And pregnant women leave. They 
may come back, and in many jurisdictions employers are required to hold position for them, but while they are gone 
their coworkers must shoulder extra responsibilities, then bring them back up to speed upon return. Hence, women can 
cost more and produce less than men. 

Moreover, the Feminist lie puts people (mainly men) at risk when it allows women into positions where they are not 
physically competent. Every time male and female police officers patrol together, it is because a man was denied the job 
(see below). The lie gave the job to a woman who performed less well than he did in a physical test. So when those two 
police officers patrol together, the man will sometimes be forced to protect the woman because she can't handle it. That 
happened in one particular case near Wellington, New Zealand. Two unarmed police officers were injured — the man 
much more severely than the woman - in an assault. 

Employing women as fire fighters also puts people in burning buildings at risk. They may die solely because women 
lack the upper-body strength to move unconscious, heavy people out of burning buildings by themselves. In the past, if 
two firemen entered a burning building and saw two unconscious people, those two people would be carried or dragged 



25 



to safety. Now, if a male and a female firefighter enter a burning building and find two unconscious people, unless the 
male firefighter can return in time, the second of these victims may die! 

Nowadays, some fire services have a policy whereby two firefighters are required to move any incapacitated person at a 
fire scene. I believe that this policy was brought in as a sop to physically incompetent women - so that their physical 
incompetence would not stand out. The result is that some people may be dying at fires, who would otherwise have 
been saved. 

But not all jobs require that kind of strength. What about those? EEO Policies for men and women are a result of the 
relatively recent upsurge in numbers of women in the paid workforce. This upsurge, in turn, was the result of: 

1. the increased mechanisation of the workplace, which reduced the importance of physical strength; 

2. an increase in available labour-saving devices for the home, which gave women more free time; 

3. the availability of safe and convenient methods of birth-control, which had the same result; 

4. pressure from Feminists, who convinced generations of western women that it is nobler to work in paid 
employment than as a traditional housewife; 

5. the deliberate provision of daycare, with the specific intention of encouraging women to enter or reenter the 
paid workforce. 

Research has shown that daycare is detrimental to the psychological development and socialisation of children. So 
Feminism extracts a price not just from men and unborn children, but also from children, and the adults that they will 
turn into. See http://ici2.umn.edu/ceed/publications/factfind/davcare.htm . 

Feminists have largely dictated the lines along which EEO policies were implemented. They required male-only or 
mainly-male workplaces to conform to policies designed to make it easier for women who wanted to work alongside 
men to gain entry. Moreover, they do not care what policies men might need to help them work alongside all these 
women! The only policies they look for are those which force men to make the workplace and work easier for women. 

The New Zealand Human Rights Commission's Equal Employment Opportunities Manual defines "Equal Employment 
Opportunities" as: 

"A systematic, results-oriented, set of actions that are directed towards the identification and elimination of 
discriminatory barriers that cause or perpetuate inequality in the employment of any person or group of 
persons." 

On the surface, this appears to apply to "any person or group of persons" without bias. Including men. There are at least 
three areas in society, however, where it is men who are discriminated against by such barriers. Is the Commission 
willing to address them? No, as the manual states: 

Men are not within the target groups (i.e., do not belong to an ethnic or other official minority) and are not included for 
special consideration in the manual. They have not been subjected in the same degree to the factors which have limited 
the participation in employment of target group members. 

In other words, men don't count. 

Moreover, this discrimination is exacerbated by Human Rights legislation which is seldom written with men in mind, 
and the pervasive male chivalry which applies sexist double standards that generally favour women. For example, I was 
working in a female-dominated workplace when management brought in an anti-sexual harassment policy. This policy 
was drafted by a committee headed by an old-style Feminist woman in middle management. The new policy gave 
examples of "sexual harassment," including "looking up skirts and down dresses." Obviously this targets male and 
lesbian "offenders." 

Immediately, two middle-aged Feminist women whom I found unattractive took it upon themselves to bend over and 
expose their bras and breasts to me (since I was well-known as the one-and-only anti-Feminist activist). I regarded this 
as sexual harassment, but the anti-sexual harassment policy made me out to be harassing them unless I instantly averted 
my eyes! So I went to the only pro-male member of the committee and complained about this, after which he managed 
to get the policy amended so no sex-specific offences or examples were mentioned. I am certain no other person there 
would have thought of or dared to lift a finger to change that anti-male policy. 

Image versus reality 

All the propaganda about EEO is putting pressure on organisations to hire and promote women solely for the sake of 
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hiring and promoting women. These organisations worry about their image. Women spend much more money on 
consumption than men, so this gives them power over retail firms and advertisers. In the article, "Work-Day Dream" 
www.geocities.com/peterzohrab/199enslt.html#Dream 
the author writes: 

"With an hour to kill on my lunch break, I casually stroll through the brightly lit corridors of the shopping mall. 
As I look around, it occurs to me that I could easily spend the rest of my life without ever needing a good 95% of 
the items sold in this place. Yet everywhere I look it's mostly women snapping things up left right and center." 

Men may be fired or made redundant to make space for women who are not be selected on merit, but just because they 
are women. This is serious sex discrimination. 

In lune 1994, the male staff at New Zealand's Open Polytechnic formed a Men's Network. Its aim was to combat the 
"gender-cleansing" effects of the Equal Employment Opportunities policy practised by that institution's female 
Principal. Tom Dowling, coordinator of this network, said he had never thought seriously about discrimination against 
men or about men's rights until it became obvious men were being removed to make way for women. I interviewed him 
for Wellington Access Radio's Men's Rights programme. He told me it was an informal meeting at morning tea which 
crystallised the issue for him and his male colleagues. The Open Polytechnic was in the middle of the latest round of 
redundancies layoffs - the fifth such round in four years. Redundancy was the topic of conversation at that morning tea. 

What focused their minds on the issue of men's rights was that 79 of the 80 staff laid off so far had been men! 
Furthermore, they noticed that 48 of the 52 who were about to be laid off were men. "Not surprisingly, as men. we 
found this rather concerning," Dowling said. 

Four years previously, when the female Principal took over from her male predecessor, the Open Polytechnic employed 
few women. Only 20 percent of the staff, as the subjects taught were mainly male-dominated trade subjects. Now, 
according to Tom, the latest redundancy round would turn male staff into a minority on campus. Most of the powerful 
management positions were held, or were about to be held by women. Since men were about to become a minority in 
the staff-room, the Men's Network decided to ask for the privileges the Women's Network had long enjoyed under the 
Open Polytechnic's Equal Employment Opportunities policy. 

The Women's Network had a notice-board for its own exclusive use. Now the Men's Network demanded the right to 
take it over. Tom pointed out that the idea for a Men's Network was largely tongue-in-cheek when it started. But it got 
more serious as the members began delving more deeply into the institution's Equal Employment Opportunities 
operation. 

They learned groups with official status under the Equal Employment Opportunities policy had monthly meetings. 
These meetings were half in paid time. Since the campus was split between several sites, the institution paid the 
monthly taxi fares of network members who had to travel to the main campus for these meetings. Obviously, these 
subsidies came from the same source which formely paid the salaries of the men who were laid off. These subsidies 
were not only substantial, they were also sometimes used for dubious purposes. For example, the May 1994 Women's 
Network meeting was held for the purpose of watching slides on Africa provided by a travel consultant. And in 1993 
the Open Polytechnic's EEO programme funded an ethnic food festival. 

The issue of toilets also cropped up. This is particularly interesting as one of New Zealand's most radically Feminist 
members of Parliament, Marilyn Waring, made a big issue of the lack of female toilets in Parliament Buildings. On the 
floor of the secondary campus where Dowling worked, the only toilet was a women's toilet, despite women being a 
minority on that floor. Male staff had to go down to the next floor, which was leased by another organisation, to use a 
male toilet. To add insult to injury, the male toilet was smelly and fitted out like a public toilet while the women's toilet 
was very plush and fitted with an extractor-fan and air-freshener. The toilet situation was similar on the other secondary 
polytechnic campus. When employers discriminate against men in various ways, it seldom gets any publicity or 
resolution. 

False Statistics 

The vigour with which social engineering policies such as EEO and AA are implemented is often linked to the 
perceived severity of the issue. And it is Feminist researchers, by and large, who produce the statistics intended to show 
how big such problems are. Hence, EEO and AA policies are often based on distorted statistics. An official government 
report, for example, states: 

There has been little movement towards gender equity in the teaching service in the past three years.... Fewer 
women than men held senior positions, particularly in primary schools. Furthermore, they received, on average, 
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lower salaries than did their male colleagues in equivalent positions or with the same qualifications, (page 1, 
second paragraph). 3 

This passage was obviously intended by the two female authors to create the impression there was some problem to be 
solved here. The leaflet is studded with words such as "imbalance," "under-representation" and so on. However, the 
leaflet does not take account of - or even mention - length of service! Pay-scales in the teaching service are based on a 
system of seniority from a point initially determined by qualifications to a maximum you can't progress beyond without 
applying for promotion. 

Near the end, the leaflet does mention how more women than men left the service (temporarily or permanently), and it 
is obvious childbirth and childcare must have been among the reasons for this. Yet the leaflet neither investigates nor 
even mentions any reason why women have lower salaries than men with the same qualifications that do not support 
their contention of gender bias. Because women have shorter careers, they don't progress as far up the payscale ladder, 
and they are less likely to apply for or achieve promotion. 

The link is obvious, though it may not account statistically for all the difference between men's and women's salaries in 
the teaching service. Regardless, the leaflet conveys a misleading impression, and the authors must have been either 
incompetent or intentionally fraudulent. Do our officials care? I wrote to the Minister of Education about this and the 
reply from Education Ministry Group Manager Rob Mcintosh neither disputes this nor apologizes for the oversight: 

"Unfortunately, data on length of service was not available when the report was being prepared. While acknowledging 
the relevance of this factor to some of the issues discussed, its absence does not invalidate the material which is 
included. For example, if position is partly determined by years of service, then the analysis of salary by designation 
also reflects the length of time a person has been teaching." 

They simply do not care. As long as there is no Masculist research industry to balance the bias of the Feminist research 
industry, this sort of distortion will continue to go unchallenged and result in administrative and political policies which 
discriminate against men. 

Men work for and earn more money than women do, but women control more than 65% of US personal wealth and 
spend four consumer dollars for every consumer dollar men spend. This means that personal wealth is controlled mainly 
by women, because women live longer than men and inherit their wealth at the point in their life when they are likely to 
be at their richest. Young men, on the other hand, are usually relatively poor at the start of their careers. Women also 
get wealth from men through alimony, palimony and child-support payments which they do not have to report for tax 
purposes because men do. 

Sexual Harassment 

Sexual harassment regulations are another example of one-sided rules instigated by Feminists, who have scant regard 
for the needs or rights of men. In some cases, these seem to have been devised by Lesbian Separatists who really would 
prefer to have nothing to do with men at all! It is generally men who take the initiative in sexual relationships, with all 
the attendant risks of rejection. This means that men, on the whole, must be more open about their sexual feelings or 
end up single, celibate and alone. Heterosexual women, on the whole, tend to be more passive and are less overt about 
their sexual feelings since they can afford to wait until a man makes the first move. 

So sexual harassment regulations, by punishing natural male sexual behaviours while rewarding natural female 
passivity, oppress men. Men, by acting naturally, can now have their careers blighted - while women, by acting 
naturally, are defined in this context as model employees. Females can and do sexually harass males (I have been on the 
receiving end of this), but it is basically an offense waiting for a man to commit it. 

Sexual harassment regulations can even have an anti-male bias written into them, as I mentioned earlier. Policies, for 
example, which restrict "looking down shirts or up skirts" as a form of sexual harassment but place no restrictions on 
women dressing in ways that produce gaps in their blouses or allow vast amounts of leg or even underwear to be seen, 
depending on the position of the wearer. This makes women officially blameless while forcing men to avert their eyes 
or run the risk of being automatically guilty of sexual harassment. 

In America, the National Association of Scholars took out an ad in the March 1994 edition of the American Spectator 
publicizing their policy statement on sexual harassment and academic freedom. Two of the most important points it 
makes are: 

1 . Institutions should define sexual harassment precisely, confining it to individual behaviour that is manifestly 
sexual and that clearly violates the rights of others; 
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2. Institutions should punish those who knowingly lodge false accusations of harassment. 

These aim to make it difficult for women (in particular) to turn just any trivial incident into a sexual harassment 
complaint - and also to make it hard to use sexual harassment complaints as a way of victimising people who have 
unpopular opinions. But most institutions are far too intimidated by the Feminist lobby and their lawyers to implement 
reasonable policy. Better by far to immolate individual innocent men than to risk a big money lawsuit with all the 
attendant bad publicity. Proving once more how sexual harassment oppresses men. 

Sports Apartheid 

Where is the slogan "Women Can Do Anything" in professional sports such as tennis? Professional and semi- 
professional sportswomen receive far more prize-money and publicity than the level of their performances relative to 
men in most sports deserves. For example, in Iron Man and triathlon events the media and judges lavish attention on the 
male winner (and perhaps the second and third men to cross the finish line), and then on the first one-to-three women to 
cross the finish-line, even though the women may come in much later than dozens of men. Not only does this 
discriminate against all the men who come in ahead of the leading women, but all mention of the comparative times of 
the leading men and the leading women are sometimes censored out. To hide the fact that women can't do just anything 
men can, of course. 

In October, 1993, there was a combination running-and-mountain-bike race in Dunedin, New Zealand. Both men and 
women competed, but the women were given a 20-minute head-start. As one of the leading male contenders pointed 
out, this was highly sexist. If a woman, benefiting from her head-start, had come in first, she would have received 
exactly the same prize-money a male winner would, despite his 20-minute handicap. 

As it happened, the best men took about 30 minutes less time than the leading women to cover the course, so it was a 
man who took the winner's purse. Will Feminists pressure the organisers to raise the handicap to 30 minutes, so a less 
able woman can win? Soon we could witness the sexist farce of a woman picking up the winner's purse for achieving a 
result inferior to several men and 30 minutes worse than the best man. 

If sportswomen who underperform the best sportsmen in certain sports are to get the same level of publicity and 
sponsorship as the best sportsmen, then so should the best junior sportsmen and sportswomen, the best disabled 
sportsmen and sportswomen, the best veteran/masters sportsmen and sportswomen, and so on. Wherever there was 
sexual segregation Feminists did not like, they called it "sexist" and got it abolished. But in open competition with men, 
female athletes would be shown for what they really are. This is why Feminists have not been jumping up and down 
demanding an end to double standards on this issue, of course. 

Similar conditions occur in other sports, such as tennis and golf, as Bertels (1981) points out. Professional female 
tennis-players play three-set tennis while their male colleagues often have to play five-set tennis championships. The 
calibre of women's tennis is lower, yet the women players seldom miss an opportunity to demand purses equal to 
men's! In golf, the women's tee is closer to the green than the men's despite the obvious inequality involved. Again, no 
Feminists have complained about this. But they are complaining about the prize money. 

Should they be paid the same as men? Thomas (1993) also points out that at Wimbledon female prize-money is within 
10 percent of male prize-money. Female players such as Monica Seles want 100 percent parity in prize-money. Several 
years ago the male player Pat Cash said women are not only not as good at tennis as men (and no woman has denied 
this or attempted to disprove it), but they also don't work as hard for their money. 

Barbara Potter, a radio commentator for the BBC and a former professional tennis player, estimates that only 50 percent 
of professional women tennis players are fully fit. The men are much fitter, as they play on a much more competitive 
circuit. When Steffi Graf won (the women's) Wimbledon singles title in 1991, she had to play only 128 games to win 
her prize money of Stg. 216,000. Michael Stich, the men's 1991 Wimbledon champion, had to play all of 257 games for 
his prize money of Stg. 240,000. This works out to Stg. 933.85 per game for Stich, and almost twice as much per game 
- Stg. 1 ,687.50 - for Graf. Based on pay per game, the Feminists have no case. 

Nor, according to Thomas (1993) can they argue for equal prize-money on the grounds of the amount of revenue they 
generate. On British television, for example, the BBC had 8.1 million viewers for the 1991 Wimbledon men's final but 
only 7.0 million viewers for the women's final. And the black market prices for Wimbledon centre court tickets for the 
men's final were Stg. 650-900 for the men's final and only Stg. 300-450 for the women's final. 

Where is all the money paid to female tennis-players coming from? The same sources that pay male tennis-players. But 
female players are paid more than men, relative to the income they actually generate. If they were paid purely in 
proportion to their economic value, then male players would be paid more because male players earn more. So male 
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professionals are in effect subsidising their female counterparts. Isn't that like a sexist double standard? Two separate 
and unequal systems, like athletic segregation, or apartheid, one for privileged women, the other for workhorse men? 
But where are the Feminists demanding equal pay for equal work? 

Since Feminists favour EEO and oppose separate men's clubs, the sexual apartheid system in all sports should be 
abolished; e.g., female players should play in the same competition as men and for the same prizes. The alternatives are 
to continue with the Feminist hypocrisy, or enshrine sexual segregation in some areas of social and sporting life through 
legislation, with pay for men set substantially higher than women to accurately reflect the different objective standards 
involved. 

It is highly unfair for men and women to be treated equally in employment only when it suits women! We must actively 
oppose this, because Feminists are demanding more of this "equal" treatment (money and media coverage) across the 
board for their substandard half of the apartheid sports industry. All their jabber about wanting nothing more than a 
level playing field notwithstanding, this is one arena in which women are almost always incapable of competing on that 
much vaunted but little coveted level playing-field. 

Double Standards 

As I mentioned earlier, police recruitment policies in some countries discriminate against men. My example is the New 
Zealand police force, but I am sure such discrimination is a feature of most western police forces. There are no longer 
any minimum height requirements for police recruits in New Zealand, but there used to be. I asked Police Headquarters 
why the requirements were eliminated, and their reply was illuminating. It is "a well-established fact," they said, that 
men are, on average, taller than women. Proportionately, they argued, it would discriminate against women to set the 
same minimum height standards for them as for men. 

How about areas such as the real estate industry, where women are sometimes considered to have better relevant 
people-skills than men? How about demanding that that industry should aim to employ more men who have less 
developed people skills because it would discriminate against men to set the same people skills standards for them as 
for women? Here people would say the best person for the job should get the job. Then why don't they say that for the 
police? A competent police force is much more vital to society's welfare than a competent real estate industry. 

When Feminism-related jobs are advertised (in the Ministry of Women's Affairs, or Equal Employment Opportunities 
positions, etc.), one of the criteria is usually "an interest in sexual equality issues," or some such phrase. 
Proportionately, many more women than men meet this criterion, but no one ever says that the Ministry of Women's 
Affairs should lower their standards on this to be fair, proportionately, to men. Here's another (albeit extreme) example: 
it is also a "well-established fact" that it is very much more difficult for a woman, or even a group of women, to rape a 
man than for a man, or group of men to rape a woman. Does anyone ever argue that penalties for men who rape women 
should be lowered to be proportionately fair to men? 

Feminist arguments taken to their logically absurd extreme aside, the fact remains that under the pressure from Feminist 
lobby-groups society does impose a double standard on men. 

And what about ethnic double standards? If we have them for men and women, then logically, we should have different 
standards for ethnic or other groups whose average physical characteristics differ from the average for the population as 
a whole. Otherwise, some ethnic groups, such as the generally powerful Samoans, might have an "unfair advantage" 
over other ethnic groups, such as the generally slight east Asians. But let's take the twisted Feminist logic ever further 
and apply it to disabled people. If we are going to have different physical standards for men and women, then we should 
have different standards for the physically and intellectually challenged, who should also be entitled to become police 
officers. 

I wrote to the Minister of Police and got a copy of their old and new entry standards for recruits. I couldn't believe my 
eyes! The 1990 version had explicitly different standards for men and women, in that men of all ages had less time to 
complete the physical tasks than women of comparable ages. But in 1993 a Review of the Entry Standards for Police 
Recruits was completed. It said that the previous test "had different requirements for men and women and under the 
Human Rights legislation this is no longer acceptable." So they changed the screening process. Fair enough, you might 
think. But the new regulations had different standards for men and women, too! All that had really changed was the 
performance scores were translated into grades (0 to 3). The translation formula was what was different for men and 
women. 

So a man and a woman might both get a 3 ("good") for the vertical jump, for example, but a man would have to reach 
48cm or more where a woman would only have to reach 40cm, and so on for the various activities. 
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Obviously, they had their lawyers figure out a way to retain the double standard without breaching the letter of the new 
Human Rights legislation! Think of all the male applicants who fail even though they perform better than woman who 
pass. Forget the men, think of you and your loved ones getting inferior protection because the best candidates were not 
recruited. Straight-out job-related discrimination against men does take place - especially in female-dominated 
organisations such as cosmetics companies, and this is occasionally reported in the media. 

Housework 

The proposal that women should be paid wages for housework is another means by which Feminists are trying to extort 
money from men. If women can't get into the paid workforce, then taxpayers should pay them to stay home! In a radio 
interview an official from the New Zealand Ministry of Women's Affairs noted the Ministry opposes wages for 
housework/child upbringing and wants to retain features of the tax system that favour working couples over single - 
income families. Why? Ostensibly because it is unfair to women to pay them to stay home. Two-income families, the 
Ministry spokeswoman said, can usually cover the cost of childcare and/or home help themselves (i.e., from the pay one 
parent would otherwise relinquish to stay at home), or the working parents are able to handle the housework/child-care 
in addition to their work -commitments. Hence, why limit women's options? 

There is an obvious Feminist value-judgement here: encouraging both partners to get jobs is more important to them 
than housework and bringing up a family. What the Ministry of Women's Affairs spokeswoman did not say was that 
having more housewives at home bringing up children would diminish the size of the working women's lobby, which 
(including the male partners of working women, who like the extra income) is the backbone of the Feminist movement. 
This is the real reason some Feminists oppose a wage for housewives, and why conservative Christian parties 
sometimes favour it. Employers, however, may have mixed motives for giving in to Feminist demands - women may 
be willing to work for less than men are, and having more women alongside men in the workforce increases the labour 
pool and drives down wages. 

Moreover, income taxation in several western countries is structured along Feminist lines. One person in New Zealand 
earning, say, NZ$40,000 pays more tax than a working couple with a combined income of NZ$40,000. The government 
grants low income earners rebates irrespective of their partner's income, or lack thereof. In other words, the family is no 
longer a taxation unit, the number of dependents is no longer relevant to the amount of tax a person pays, and this 
contributes to the rising number of single parent (i.e. single mother) households. And New Zealand is by no means 
alone in this. The income taxes of several countries actively discourage marriage thereby hastening the demise of two- 
parent households. 

Why would they want to do that? Because like the Chinese Communists under Mao, Feminists see the family as a rival 
power-structure they must weaken if not destroy. 

Feminists have captured the Establishment in western countries, and they are continually restructuring society to make 
working women (with of without a partner, and with or without children) the central focus. Barbara Andolsen's article, 
for example, "A Woman's Work is Never Done" (1985), deals with the related issue of households where both the man 
and the woman work, but the woman still does most of the housework. She argues that justice requires men and women 
in such households should share the housework equally: 

By 1983 fifty-two percent of all wives were working for wages. Almost two-thirds of all women with children ages six 
to seventeen were working for wages. Fifty percent of mothers with children under six were working outside the home 
(an increase of seventeen percent in one decade.) More than three-quarters of all divorced mothers are in the labor force. 
American households in which a wage-earning husband supports a nonwage-earning wife - a wife presumable devoting 
her energies to household maintenance - are now a dwindling minority among families, (page 4) 

The same period might well furnish a Masculist researcher with other, arguably related statistics: a rise in sales of books 
by Feminists, a rising divorce-rate, a rising truancy-rate, a rising drug -dependency rate, a rising male suicide rate, and a 
rising crime rate. One could speculate that the increasing number of Feminist books (together with improved birth- 
control methods) persuaded more and more married women to enter the workforce and leave their husbands (not 
necessarily in that order). The increasing number of two-income and one-parent families led to increased truancy, drug- 
dependency, and crime among their neglected children. The New Scientist of 20 February 1999 reports that Bernard 
Lerer and his colleagues found that children whose parents split up are more likely to have a psychiatric illness later in 
life. 

Feminism has destabilised the traditional family, encouraged many women to be dissatisfied (or to be brought up 
already dissatisfied) with the nuclear family, where the husband was the sole breadwinner and also titular "head of the 
household." Husbands, or potential husbands, had to either conform to a changing role in the family or opt for celibacy 
or separation (if already in a relationship). Feminism (particularly Radical Feminism) also romanticised financial and 
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emotional independence from men as an ideal to which women should aspire. 

Be that as it may, the fact seems to be that working couples do not share the housework equally: working husbands with 
working wives only do, on average, up to about twenty-five percent of what Andolsen calls the "more pleasant" of the 
household tasks, such as social or educational care of children, food-preparation, and food-clean-up. This ignores the 
more traditionally male chores, such as sports-coaching, gardening, car maintenance, and home-handyman-type work, 
which take up a lot of the working man's spare time. Warren Farrell (1993) reports two US studies showing men do 
more work than women, if you include housework, commuting, repairs, work in the garden, and so on. 

Feminists also ignore how husbands are more likely to work overtime, either by bringing their work home with them or 
physically remaining at the workplace. And as more men than women occupy senior positions, the latter is more likely 
to apply to them as well. We should also note that one reason more men than women occupy senior positions is 
precisely because men work significantly more overtime than women. 

Andolsen is aware of this, but her response is to propose employers stop requiring their ambitious employees to work 
these long hours! As Feminist writer Ellie McGarth put it, "The answer is not to move women out of star jobs but to 
redefine our expectations for everyone." (Savvy magazine, June 1989, p 40) Not only is this unrealistic, but also 
evidence Feminists have raised the notion of shared housework to the status of an ideal for its own sake, not as an issue 
of ethics or equity. 

An estrogen tax? 

In any emergency involving danger (whether local and personal, civil or military), it is men, not women, that Feminists 
expect to run the risks. Any laziness that men may or may not exhibit around the house is a fair trade off against the 
danger society may call upon us to face. 

Just how real is this risk? How can we quantify it? The problem is actuarial in nature, something insurance companies 
deal with all the time. They calculate their premiums on the basis of statistics as to the likelihood of the event they are 
insuring against. They also build in their overheads and a profit margin. In this context, if we picture the family as a 
socio-economic unit, then, all other factors being equal, the reason insurance premiums for men are higher than women 
is because of the greater risks men face throughout life, because the state spends less money researching, publicising, 
preventing, and treating men's health issues, and because men are not encouraged to look after their own health the way 
women are. 

Hence, men are providing protection on a non-profit basis. They provide protection from potential burglars, rapists, 
etc., and they do this just by their physical presence. Sometimes they actually have to confront such criminals, but often 
a criminal will avoid entering a house just because an adult male is obviously resident. Men are also liable to be 
conscripted in wartime to pursue the military aims of the nation as a whole. 

The standard Feminist response to this is, it's a man-problem to begin with, because, but for the male aggressors, 
women wouldn't need protection; hence, there should even be a special "testosterone tax" on men to help pay for the 
added expense males impose upon society. However, there is no evidence that women, in any specific country at a time 
of war, are any more pacifist than men, and there is no evidence that women leaders are more pacifist than male leaders. 
Just because the leaders who have to decide whether to go to war are usually male, armchair Feminists can sit back and 
pretend such decisions have nothing to do with women. Similarly, they assert men have a higher propensity to commit 
crime than women, but as more women become the primary breadwinners the crime rate for women is going up. 

Instead of a "testosterone tax," we arguably need an "oestrogen tax" because women live longer and therefore use more 
taxpayer-funded health resources, utilities, and retirement benefits. They also receive more state-funded legal aid and 
single parent benefits. And they carry out taxpayer-funded abortions. Women also tie up more of the GNP of western 
countries because a significant proportion of the media, bureaucracy, education system, and legislature is dedicated to 
promoting and implementing Feminist agendas and suppressing men's and fathers' rights. Women are never conscripted 
into the front-line in wartime, so they should be taxed to pay for this sexist exemption. 

It should be perfectly possible to quantify these issues, and to quantify the value of housework, based on rates of pay for 
home help. On this basis, it should be possible to quantify how much, or how little housework the average adult male 
should equitably do, and how much the oestrogen tax should amount to. 

If a wife does not have an outside job, then who does most of the housework would not be an issue. But Feminism has 
taught women it is better to get a job outside the home than to do a good job of looking after your children. Once they 
are working, women don't always see why they should also do most of the housework. On the other hand, maybe the 
husband would prefer her to stay home and do the housework and childcare. Why should he then shoulder extra burdens 



32 



created by his wife's selfish or materialistic decision? 

Close relationships work best when based on complementarity rather than competition. A marriage of two people of 
similar personalities does not work as well as one where the personalities of the spouses complement one another. 
Likewise with roles. The best thing about the old-fashioned philosophy that "a woman's place is in the home" was that 
spouses had distinct, well-defined and complementary roles in the socio-economic system of the family. If both are 
working, then they are to some extent competitors. Of course, complementarity also results if the wife works and the 
man is a househusband, but few women are interested in such an arrangement. 

Having a job of her own also makes it more likely a woman will feel like leaving her husband. Every relationship goes 
through stresses and strains. The social and legal climate helps to determine how much a couple will put up with before 
they separate or divorce. And the Feminists have seen to it women are more inclined than ever to leave - especially as 
matrimonial and divorce legislation and enforcement are biased against men. 

Military Service and Conscription - a Pregnant Silence 

Military service and conscription are an area where women have always had an advantage over men, and Feminists are 
not about to complain about it! But they are working hard trying to get women the choice of a military career without 
the obligation of conscription. Nowhere are Feminist double standards more blatant. Farrell (1993) states this issue of 
military service in graphic terms: 

Imagine: Music is playing on your car radio. An announcer's voice interrupts: 'We have a special bulletin from 
the president.'... The president announces, "Since 1.2 million American men have been killed in war, as part of 
my new program for equality, we will draft only women until 1 .2 million American women have been killed in 
war." (op. cit. page 28) 

Wars have always involved civilian casualties, but most of the casualties are soldiers and most of the soldiers have been 
men. So I think it is worthwhile making Farrel's imaginary scenario a political proposal. At least it would expose 
Feminists as the hypocrites they are. 

As a bare minimum, Liberal Masculists might say that the drafting of women as front-line troops should occur on 
exactly the same basis as for men (whether in war or peace). Increased use of military technology has indeed reduced 
the importance of men's greater upper-body strength and hormonal characteristics in war, as much of the action is now 
long-distance. Even infantry warfare involves little upper-body strength. However, this is more a moral issue than a 
practical one and the argument for mandatory draft registration of women would be strong even in the absence of 
sophisticated military hardware. 

Moral and political arguments aside, conservative Masculists still prefer the traditional division of labour: only men 
should be subject to conscription and front line duty, but they should receive some special treatment in return. Legal 
status as head of the household, for example. It might even be used as an argument for repealing women's right to vote: 
why should women elect governments that can declare war when they don't share equally in the dangers that war 
involves? 

Some Feminists favour opening front-line positions to women who volunteer. However, Feminists don't like the idea of 
compelling women to undertake such dangerous and unpleasant duties. Of course, many men oppose the idea, as well, 
but Feminists who hide behind this are hypocrites. Many Feminists pretend that wars are "men's games", which is an 
outright lie. Most wars have just as much support from the females in the populations involved as from the males. 
How many Feminists stood up and said that Britain should not defend itself against Hitler, for example ? And I once 
read of a German mother who so adored Hitler that she said that, if Hitler was really homosexual, she would send her 
son to sleep with him ! In 1999 the Sri Lankan Prime Minister was a woman, and in that year a Tamil female suicide 
bomber blew herself up in an attempt to kill her ! In what way was that a "man's game"? 

Feminists also say we should concentrate on preventing war because a world without war has no need for conscription. 
True enough, but that does not stop them from demanding that women have the option to serve on the front lines. 
Moreover, there is a contradiction between that and the line Feminists take on abortion. You never hear Feminists say 
they oppose abortion because they are concentrating their efforts on preventing unwanted pregnancies! 

Everyone agrees that war and unwanted pregnancies are both evils we should avoid. But in the case of war, Feminists 
pretend they can abolish the evil and thereby ignore the conscription issue. While in the case of unwanted pregnancy, 
they focus instead on removing the inconvenience for women - at the cost of a human life! 

But this is not the only context in which they suffer from a distorted sense of proportionality: The Men's Manifesto 
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(Richard Doyle, Men's Defense Association, 1992) notes Feminists made a serious demand for a statue of a "combat 
woman" to be erected at the Vietnam War Memorial in the United States. This was intended to memorialize specially 
and separately the eight (8) American women who died in that war. The existing memorial would then be shared only 
by the 58,000 American men who died there. 

This complete lack of compassion, gratitude and sense of proportion by the Feminists is absolutely typical. They must 
feel guilty about all the sacrifices men have made in wartime on behalf of women and children, and that it is one of the 
weakest points of their case if it leads them to attempt to raise ancillary activities to the same level as front-line infantry 
fighting. 

The Sexual Division of Labour 

In their drive to get more women into the paid workforce, one of the Feminists' main complaints has been how more 
men than women hold full-time jobs. What's more, even when women started to enter the work-force in large numbers, 
occupations still tended to be sexually segregated, with many (though not all) of the predominantly male occupations 
commanding higher pay. 

In his introduction to Lionel Tiger (1984), Desmond Morris gives the following as the historical cause of this 
phenomenon: 

When our ancient ancestors switched to hunting as a way of life, the relationship between males and females was 
dramatically altered. Females, with their heavy reproductive burden, were unable to play a major role in this new 
feeding pattern, which had become so vital for survival. A much greater division of labour between the sexes 
arose. The males became specialized for the chase. They became more athletic and they spent long periods of 
time away from the tribal home base, in pursuit of prey. 

To put this in perspective, it is worth noting that most humans were hunter-gatherers until about 5,000 years ago - that 
is, for about 99 percent of our existence as a species. This is not to say the hunting, carried out primarily by men, was 
economically more important than the gathering, which was carried out primarily by women. The women gathered the 
food for the basic diet, and what the men brought back from the hunt was the "icing on the cake," as it were. Meat was 
important as a source of fat and protein. However, to say hunting was the original cause of the division of labour does 
not amount to a claim that what men did was more important than what women did. 

Nor, as Tiger (1970) emphasizes, is saying there was a good reason for creating a sexual division of labour long ago the 
same as contending it must be perpetuated, or that it cannot be reversed in the present or future. Nevertheless, Morris 
and Tiger do talk in terms of genetic changes resulting from natural selection. They are both biologists and social 
scientists who base their work on that of ethologists such as Konrad Lorenz, George Schaller and Jane Goodall. 

Such scientists discovered a lot about the complexity of animal (especially primate) social behaviour. Moreover, they 
are also in a position to start puzzling out how these patterns of behaviour can be genetically transmitted and selected 
for, or selected out, just like physical characteristic. Thus what they claim about "human nature" has a semi-permanent 
ring to it. Natural selection operates over a large time-scale. And species have so far never been able or willing to 
consciously determine the overall course of genetic development within their own species. 

So it is easy to see how this book upset many Feminists. They are, after all, keen to bring about social change; i.e., 
change resulting from conscious administrative and legal reforms which take place on the time-scale of a generation, or 
thereabouts. They would not be happy to hear someone claim male dominance in the best-paid, full-time employment 
sectors reflects reality on the genetic level. This would mean it could not be changed for thousands of years, and no 
amount of pressure from Feminist groups could hasten the day. Instead, any change would have to result from 
impersonal, intangible selective pressures. 

But such findings have other, more immediate results of far greater concern to Feminists, as well. Academic works by 
people like Lionel Tiger (and also those written by Feminists) may claim to be merely descriptive of what the authors 
observe. But there is a feedback-loop between description and behaviour in the social sciences. As soon as an academic 
popularises the fact that certain previously obscure facts do occur, people accept them, allowing the events in question 
to occur more frequently. Thus what started off as a descriptive account ends up being more prescriptive - an indication 
of what should or at least could take place without being ethically wrong. 

Hence, it's important for us to consider the attitudes of the author or researcher. We cannot simply assume academics 
pursue their work in a purely objective frame of mind. If a sociolinguist, for example, undertakes a lengthy study of a 
stigmatized word (such as "ain't"), then two things are certain: 



34 



1. They would not devote all that time if they firmly believed the word was bad and should never be used: the 
research topic selects the researcher, to some extent; 

2. Once the research results are published, showing the use of "ain't" was not random, but had just as structured a 
place in its own linguistics and sociolinguistic context as any other word, then the taboos against its use 
weaken and "polite society" begins using it more than before. Ironically, the same researcher could then go 
back a few years later, do some follow-up research, find the previously taboo word was now no longer so 
taboo, and never realise their own research contributed to this change! 

This is why Feminists reacted so strongly against Lionel Tiger's book. Once it was known that bonding within male 
groups is "natural" and has specific functions, men felt less guilty about belonging to male-only organisations. The less 
guilty they feel, the less likely they are to bow to Feminist pressure to admit women members. And they may also feel 
less guilty about working in male-only occupations. 

Most Feminist meetings, "consciousness-raising" sessions, etc., exclude men. With no men present to defend 
themselves (or for some women to empathize with), the extremists can push their line more effectively. "Those who are 
absent are always in the wrong," as the French proverb goes. Thus they can convict men of all sorts of "crimes" when 
the guys aren't around to defend themselves. 

Conversely, this is also why Feminists want to desegregate all male-only institutions: a male point of view, such as 
Masculism, could (and probably would) develop in a male-only environment. 

Similarly, when an academic devotes herself to research in "Women's Studies," we can confidently assume they have an 
emotional stake in those issues. Once they publish their research, public attitudes toward those issues will almost 
certainly change, probably in the direction the author desires. This is why the very existence of "Women's Studies" 
departments in universities, and of Ministries of "Women's Affairs" in government is fraught with political implications. 

Desmond Morris obviously believes natural selection has favoured societies with male bonding as part of their social 
organisation, and that the consequences are binding on us genetically to this day: 

His comments are particularly valuable at a time when attempts are being made to minimize the difference between the 
sexes. A misguided but vociferous minority is campaigning to conceal human gender differences and to obscure the 
evolutionary truth about our species. This unisexual philosophy seeks to distort the facts as part of an otherwise 
laudable assault on the unjustifiable exploitation and subjugation of modern woman, (op.cit.) 

One of the central themes of Tiger (1984) is that "differences between males and females, as whole groups, are not 
solely restricted to discernible physical ones and those specifically reproductive operations related to them." Take 
hormones, for example - they differ, and they affect our moods and emotions differently. Even if hormones are 
"physical," the moods and emotions they produce are not. 

Once a Feminist admits men and women differ psychologically (if only because of hormones), it becomes very hard to 
deny other psychological differences between men and women. These psychological differences are what make 
"equality" (in the sense of identical treatment) hard to support in theory or achieve in practice. Indeed, any society 
which attempts to implement the kind of social changes Feminism facilitates may eventually collapse under the strain as 
the unstable elements of society out-reproduce and, thereby, replace the more stable elements: 

It seems inescapable that one concrete outcome of this is a widespread pattern of relatively late marriage, delayed 
childbearing, if any, and then smaller families than before in the major industrial economies.... Since we know that 
children of small families have small or smaller families themselves, this seems like a continuously persisting trend. In 
addition, the proportion of men and women who are unmarried has been rising and presumable related to this is a 
deep decline in birth rates in industrial economies such that on balance it is below replacement. (Tiger 1984, Preface) 

One of the striking features of the black ghettoes of American cities is their high proportion of single mothers with 
many children. It is a truism that single mothers have trouble controlling their teenage sons. The people of the ghettoes 
have the lowest educational levels, the most poverty, the most crime, the most drug abuse, the most alienation from the 
police and the Establishment as a whole, as well as the greatest propensity to riot. Feminism alone is not responsible for 
this or the widespread decline of the two-parent family, but it is shares the responsibility. 

Do we want children in our society? That is the question. If our main aim is materialistic, then bringing up children 
takes second place. In that context, it makes sense for women to consider not marrying and to delay or avoid having 
children, and for both parents to work. However, if our primary social goal is to bring up each new generation in a 
stable and secure environment, then parents have to make sacrifices. Unless there are communal or extended-family 
child-care options, one parent (usually the mother) has to stay home, we must restore the role of a housewife to its 
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previous high status as an occupation, we need to socially stigmatize divorce, and the employed parent (usually the 
father) has to be legally liable for the upkeep of the non-employed partner and children. 

Children are our future, and if we put them last, what becomes of that future? In that context, the question is not "is 
there a sexual division of labour," but "how do we best fulfill the sexual division of labour?" 

Other Employment Issues 

At the start of this chapter, we mentioned models and professional tennis players. As Thomas (1993) points out, it is 
very illuminating to compare the situation of professional tennis-players with that of professional models. Fees for male 
models are much less than those paid to female models, as men generally provide a much smaller market for cosmetics 
and fashionable clothes than women do. 

In this area, unlike professional tennis, the economics of the situation dictate the respective incomes of male and female 
professionals. In tennis, as we saw, Feminists applied political pressure with the result that top female tennis 
professionals now receive 90 percent of the pay top male professionals earn. We also saw how the females expend less 
effort dollar-for-dollar, pound-for-pound, than the males, and how female professional tennis generates much less 
revenue than male professional tennis. In modelling, however, women bring in more money than men do and are paid 
accordingly; so where are the Feminists demanding equality? 

While the top female models have annual earnings in the millions of dollars, the top male models have annual earnings 
in the mere tens of thousands - one hundredth of the female figure! There is a great and obvious inequity in this 
situation. Men should demand that either male models earn 90 percent of what female models earn, or female 
professional tennis-players go back to earning what they are actually worth in economic terms. 

Equal pay for equal stress? 

According to an article in the London "Independent" newspaper about research by Dr. Tessa Pollard of Oxford 
University, men and women, in supposedly equally demanding jobs, reported (subjectively) equal amounts of work 
stress. However, objectively, men had higher adrenalin levels (showing higher stress) than the women. The researcher 
concluded women's hormones protected them from adrenalin surges, and this may be why men have higher levels of 
heart disease than women. 

But this may be only part of the story; another factor they should consider is interpersonal relations. In the context of 
Feminist propaganda, men in the modern workplace are subject to much more stress from this source than women are. 
As the Feminist agenda invades the workplace, it forces men to adapt a predominantly male environment to Feminist 
sensibilities. How can a man relax when any normally masculine behavior he may exhibit could get him fired? The 
Feminist anti-male conspiracy has men on edge. No wonder they suffer from higher levels of stress. 

In this context, Richard Doyle commented in The Liberator (www.mensdefense.org) newsletter (March 1995) on 
research by Anne S. Tsui of the University of California at Irvine. She reported that men in an all-male work 
environment show the strongest commitment to their jobs, and their commitment declines as the percentage of women 
in their work group rises. There may well be a connection between these research results. It is also noticeable how the 
Japanese economy has suffered, since the male-only workplace culture became diluted by increasing numbers of 
women workers. We should encourage research to follow this line of inquiry. 

Conclusion 

There are areas in paid employment where women have achieved an unfair advantage. And there are other areas where 
women already had an advantage, where Feminists have actually worsened an already inequitable state of affairs. 
Equity needs to be restored to the workplace, or men's morale will suffer serious damage. Workplace efficiency and 
economic performance are likely to decline if we continue discriminating against men with one-sided Feminist 
employment laws and regulations. 
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CHAPTER 6 

FALSE ACCUSATIONS AND THE CHILD ABUSE LIE 
Introduction 

Western societies have been put into a state of collective paranoia about child sex abuse by men. This near-hysteria has 
been induced by the media: they lapped up the Feminists' anti-male propaganda and passed it on to the rest of us, who 
perhaps naively believed the media would not lie to us. In fact, until relatively recently, when I started taking an interest 
in the subject, like most people I believed "Child Abuse" and "Child Sex Abuse" were the same thing, though they are 
not. 

Some therapists have encouraged adult patients to attribute a vast range of symptoms to suppressed memories of men 
sexually abusing them as children. Mothers have also used accusations of child abuse increasingly as a weapon in child 
custody disputes, according to World Wide Divorced Parents (members.xoom.com/WWDD/false.htm). Women have 
nothing to lose from using this tactic to gain sole custody and/or restrict the father's access to his children, since no 
proof, by the standards of the criminal court, is required for such allegations in the divorce court. Nor are they likely to 
be prosecuted for making false allegations of this kind — by the standards of proof required by the criminal court, it 
would be very hard to prove the allegations were false. So men are found guilty on the basis of mere, unproven 
allegations in the divorce/family court - and their accusers are immune from prosecution, because any prosecution for 
perjury would require actual proof ! 

It is important to protect children, but we need to achieve a balance between protecting society from sex abusers, and 
protecting innocent people from manufactured memories of abuse in childhood produced in adult minds by Feminist 
counsellors. 

Child Abuse and Child Sexual Abuse 

The Statistical Abstract of the United States 1992 (Table No. 30 1 ) reports that in 1976 sexual maltreatment amounted to 
only 3.2 percent of total cases of child maltreatment in the USA. As we all know, the Feminists have given huge 
amounts of publicity to this kind of crime. Consequently, other types of child maltreatment have languished from 
relative neglect by the Feminist-dominated media. 

They have also concentrated on male sexual abusers, so it may well be that sexual abuse of children by females is 
greatly under-reported. The proportion of reported sex abuse in this table experienced a big jump in 1977 to 6.1 percent, 
then stayed fairly static until 1984, when it made another big jump to 13.3 percent. By 1986, the level had climbed to 
15.7 percent of the total child maltreatment cases in the U.S.A. It is quite reasonable to assume that all the publicity 
about a relatively infrequent crime is motivated by a hatred of men, who are usually the victims of false accusations of 
sex abuse. 

It would be interesting to try to link these jumps to academic and media events in America concerning child sexual 
abuse cases. Bob Kirkpatrick, of the World-Wide Divorced Parents organization, believes there is a connection: 

"During the 1970s (according to the organization COS A), child abuse issues began to get noticed by the 
psychological community. At that time, the first comprehensive and control longitudinal studies of this were 
begun. In the late eighties, we began to see the results of these studies emerge, and make their way into the 
hands of government, and equally to the courts and people, ( www.wwdivorcedparents.unquote.com/false.htm )" 

An even more important issue here is the possible censorship of inconvenient data. The last year the Statistical Abstract 
of the United States reported the sex of perpetrators of Child Maltreatment was for 1986 (in the 1992 edition). In that 
year, 55.9 pecent of reported perpetrators were female. Moreover, in every previous year, females made up the majority 
of reported perpetrators. Why did they begin omitting the statistics from post- 1992 editions of the Statistical Abstract? 
Did Feminists intercede because it made women look bad and, as we all know, only men are supposed to be the bad 
guys in western societies today? 

In the 1 1 years from 1976 to 1986 (inclusive), the percentage of perpetrators who were female ranged from a high of 
61.9 percent in 1979 to low of 55.9 percent in 1985 and 1986. The tendency has been downwards, beginning the period 
with 61 percent in 1976, and ending the period with 55.9 percent in 1986. It is tempting to link this to the increase in 
reported child sexual abuse, where most alleged perpetrators would have been male. It is also noticeable that the 
balance between the sex of victims was 50:50 in 1976, but the proportion became more and more weighted towards 
female victims, who made up 52.5 percent by 1986. This is also consistent with the influence on the figures of the 
reporting of the hyped-up crime of child sexual abuse, where most alleged victims would have been female. 

This general scenario is given additional support by data from the Administration for Children and Families, 
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Department of Health and Human Services of the United States in Table 28 

(www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/cb/stats/ncands96/table28.htm), which indicates women committed 60.7 percent of all 
child abuse, and Sexual Abuse accounted for only 15.3 percent of the cases. In the United States, clearly most cases of 
child maltreatment are non-sexual in nature, most perpetrators of child maltreatment are female, and the government 
bureaucracies and a politically correct media are covering up these facts. A perfect environment for Feminists to use the 
issue of child sexual abuse as an anti-male propaganda weapon in their war against men. 

Sexual Abuse 

Thomas (1993) points out that women are more likely to smack children than men are - for the simple reason it is the 
women who carry out most of the child-minding and child-rearing: 

"This leaves us with sexual abuse. Clearly, women don't do it in the same way that men do. They don't have 
penises with which to penetrate their children. What they do instead, as those who have suffered it will tell you, 
is envelop and overwhelm their little victims. The experience can leave those victims psychologically crippled. 
For Kerry, ... the effect of his mother's abuse had been to leave him one of life's automatic victims. His mother 
had regularly got into bed with him, lain over and around him and fondled his genitalia. Now adult, he was the 
sort of man who seemed always to be getting ready to cower in the nearest available corner. All through his 
childhood and teens he had been mercilessly picked on and frequently beaten up by gangs at school and in the 
street.... Kerry's body language screamed out his defencelessness. In the urban jungle, he was easy meat." 
(Thomas 1993, pages 135-6) 

However, it is women who have become the stereotypes for victims of sexual abuse. In December 1991, for example, a 
television channel reported the results of a survey, according to which one third of women had some sort of unwanted 
sexual experience (i.e. "molestation") before the age of sixteen. 1 But can we believe all these events were unwanted? 

I would have liked the survey to include questions about how many wanted events of a sexual nature these women 
experienced before the age of 16. If the number of unwanted events greatly outnumbered the number of wanted events 
(according to the women, at least), then I would suspect they were not telling the truth. Do women start wanting sexual 
events at exactly age 16? Do women have weaker sex-drives than men? (Most Feminists would hate us to believe that!) 
And it is so easy for a woman to say, after the fact, that she was an unwilling party to a sexual episode. Women 
typically (but not always, of course) take a passive role - particularly insofar as initiating sexual intercourse is 
concerned. 

Thomas (1993) also raises the question of how damaging "sexual abuse" really is. It is a very fashionable crime and one 
of the most publicised of the late 20th Century. Nevertheless, he cites a German police study that found few "victims" 
of sexual abuse suffered any actual harm from the abuse itself. However, some children did suffer from the process of 
investigating the cases of alleged sex abuse. 

In such cases, of course, consent by the child is deemed to be irrelevant. Children are supposed to be too young to know 
what they are doing in such situations. This is misleading, as children do have a kind of sexuality. Certainly it is 
different from adult sexuality but children do derive pleasure from touching their private parts. Moreover, many also 
take gleeful delight in violating taboos. Over the years, I have observed a few quite young girls initiate explicit sexual 
talk, which they learn not to do as they grow older, in many cases. And quite young children also enjoy looking at the 
private parts of the opposite sex. 

Nevertheless, society sets age-limits to mark the transition from childhood to adulthood. These limits regulate the 
institution of marriage, sexual relations, censorship of pornographic and violent information, and so on. Consequently, 
adults are accustomed to thinking of children as being relatively innocent, and would like them to remain innocent until 
at least their teenage years. 

Don't female predators matter? 

It certainly makes sense for children not to take part in "adult" activities until they are physically and psychologically 
ready for both the relationships and for any child-rearing that may result from their activities. Most parents must surely 
feel a strong abhorrence at the thought that some adult (particularly a stranger) might have consenting or non- 
consenting sex with their non-adult children. Yet it seems the judicial and welfare systems are more alert to the 
possibility of female victims of male abusers than male victims of female abusers. 

For example, I know someone who phoned up a Social Welfare Department anonymously, because he was worried that 
his female partner was sexually molesting their infant son. 2 Almost the first thing the female social worker asked was, 
"Did the boy get erections at such times?" He apparently did, but what has that got to do with it? When they convict 
men for molesting young girls, I'm sure they don't ask irrelevant questions like, "Did the girl's nipples get hard at such 
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times?" 

No wonder few people think sexual abuse of boys by females is a problem, despite the fact that mothers have vastly 
more opportunity to molest their children, in most cases, than fathers do. On June 1, 1996, the New Zealand Listener, 
for example, reported that in one study of 97 sexually abuse males, 15 had been sexually abused by females. 

Feminist propaganda depicts women as victims of males. This message is drummed into us with an efficiency that 
would have made Goebbels proud. Society's learned propensity to treat males as abusers and females as victims, 
however, has turned all males into potential victims of false accusations. I've heard many male lawyers are growing 
more paranoid as well - some have a policy of never giving a bath to their children, in case they are later accused of sex 
abuse in court if their marriage breaks up. 

I am a teacher, and I had one experience of a girl in senior high school who put herself into a situation where she 
obviously hoped her male teacher would take the initiative (and possibly get himself into trouble). This girl always sat 
in the front row, right in front of my desk. She started staying behind after class, after all her classmates had gone. She 
would just sit there - saying nothing and doing nothing - while I tidied up and got ready to leave the class. A male 
teacher is bound to see that sort of behaviour as an invitation for him to chat her up, if she is attractive, because that's 
the male role when a female behaves like that. If a male student did that to a female teacher, however, she would not 
feel it as an invitation to chat him up, because it is not the female role to initiate such encounters. So I consider that that 
girl was sexually harassing me by just sitting there and doing nothing every day. That form of sexual harassment by 
female students should be recognised, otherwise a male teacher who chatted her up would get into trouble for something 
that was essentially her fault. 

Teacher unions warn their members about this sort of thing. Maybe it's time for the authorities to warn men about 
women who set them up. Women should get punished by the legal system if they manoeuvre men into situations where 
the men take initiatives that the women can then make a criminal complaint about. 

There is an apparent double-standard at work in the education system in New Zealand - and probably in all Western 
countries: men are judged more harshly than women for similar behaviours. For example, a woman teacher who 
admitted having sex with some of her male students was not refused a renewal of her registration as a teacher, because 
her school did not lodge a complaint against her, and she was, moreover, able to get another teaching job ! Her only 
excuse, on television, was that the boys were attractive ! It is impossible to imagine a male teacher being treated with 
that sort of leniency. So it is not surprising that the overwhelming majority ( about 90%) of New Zealand teachers who 
were refused a renewal of their registration in the year 2000 were males ! 

Repressed memories 

Another important aspect of sex abuse allegations is that some of them are made by adults about events that supposedly 
happened when they were children. The typical scenario is that the adult had no inkling anything like this happened 
until they went to see a therapist. In some countries, the therapist will get state funding and the patient will get state 
compensation provided they can "recover" memories of some child abuse the patient allegedly suffered. 3 This is known 
as the False Memory Syndrome, and can result in the accusation and even conviction of innocent parties and the 
destruction of families - see, for example, the Paul Ingram case: 

"In 1988 his two daughters accused him and a number of prominent men in the community of satanic ritual abuse 
and sexual abuse. There were months of whispered rumors, extensive questioning, and finally, arrest, 
incarceration, interrogation, and even an exorcism to "cast out" the evil that Paul's pastor was convinced caused 
Paul to perform such insidious acts. ... Paul, not wanting his daughters to suffer through a trial, pled (sic) guilty, 
was sentenced, and then transferred to a facility outside of Thurston County." 
(members.aol.com/IngramOrg/index.htm) 

Another common context for false accusations of child sexual abuse is in divorce and separation proceedings. 
Typically, the mother accuses the father of sexually molesting one or more of the children. No proof is required; the 
mere accusation is sufficient to virtually guarantee the court will award sole custody of the children to the mother. Such 
accusations should have to be proved in court before having any effect on custody decisions. For more on this topic, see 
the following websites: 

1 . World Wide Divorced Parents - www.wwdivorcedparents.unquote.com 

2. False sexual allegations — www.geocities.com/peterzohrab/wcosacus.html 

3. False Accused newsletter — www.accused.com 
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Infanticide and the Abandonment of Children 

We all know how easy it is for a woman to get an abortion in western countries. The law frequently states that the 
mother's mental health, or something, needs to be at risk, but that is subject to loose interpretations in practice. You and 
I were just lucky, I guess, that our mothers didn't feel like aborting us! 

But once we are actually born, we can breathe a sigh of relief: we don't have to worry any more that our mothers can 
kill us and get away with it. Or do we ? It turns out that infanticide, by women only, amounts to abortion by other 
means - and the mother can get away with it almost as easily as with abortion, in some western countries. 

As a New Zealand magazine observed, "Even though it involves the taking of life, probably no other crime is treated so 
sympathetically by our legal system as infanticide." 4 (Apart from abortion, of course, but that is a completely legal 
crime, in most cases. I wonder if the Pro-Choice lobby will now start campaigning for women's right to kill their under- 
age children if the mother's health is in danger?) The magazine described the case of a mother who was sentenced to 
two years' supervision for infanticide. If a man had committed that crime, he would have received a twenty-year 
sentence. Men get much longer sentences just for rape - when no loss of life is involved. The difference is, of course, 
that a woman is always treated as a victim, even if she is a criminal. 

The journalist, Denis Welch, raised the men's rights issue of equal punishment for men and women for equal crimes. 
The law requires the balance of the mother's mind to have been disturbed at the time of the crime of infanticide, before 
she can get off scot-free. In practice, that clause is interpreted so liberally that she doesn't actually need to have had an 
unbalanced mind at all. Welch states that a father who kills his child may get a prison sentence of 20 years, whereas a 
mother who does the same will usually just just get sentenced to counselling! 5 

As Thomas (1993) says, infanticide is a terminal form of child abuse. He cites figures from the U.S.A. which show it is 
committed mainly by women (55.7 percent of cases) on male children (53.7 percent of cases). He notes this is exactly 
the opposite of the picture painted by the Feminist-dominated media. Infanticide receives very little publicity compared 
to sexual abuse. But most people would agree infanticide is a much more serious crime than sexual abuse. After 
experiencing sexual abuse, after all, at least you're still alive! 

Lyndon (No More Sex War: The Failures of Feminism, London: Sinclair-Stevenson, 1992) cites figures from England 
and Wales in 1989 for the ages of murder- victims (excluding aborted fetuses). The "Under 1" age-group, with 28 
victims per million population, is by far the largest group. The next largest group stands at 16 victims per million 
population - but that covers the 14 years between the ages of 16 and 29 (inclusive) - not just twelve months, as the 
"Under 1" group does. 

Most of those babies are murdered by their mothers. Many of them are beaten to death. The crime is not counted 
as murder. It exists in the separate category of infanticide. The perpetrators are accorded special treatment in the 
courts and are most unlikely to be sentenced to any long term of detention. (Lyndon 1992, pp 37-38) 

Most of the perpetrators, however, go nowhere near the courts. As Thomas (1993) points out, the police seem 
uninterested in arresting people for infanticide -because the offenders are mainly women. In Britain in 1989-1990, for 
example, only 2 percent of infanticide cases were solved by the police. It would be useful to find out if the offenders 
were mainly the mothers of the victims. "Unfortunately," writes Thomas (1993, page 145), "the numbers dry up once 
men stop being the bad guys." 

False Accusations of Rape and Sexual Abuse 

Some Feminists like to pretend that no woman would put herself through a rape court case unless it were true, but that is 
obviously just another one of their lies. I'm sure it must be terrible for a genuine victim of rape to go through the trial 
process, but why would a false complainant suffer any anguish when perjuring herself to pursue some personal 
vendetta? 

Eugene Kanin (False Rape Allegations, Archives of Sexual Behavior, Vol.23, No. 1, 1994) studied rape allegations in a 
small US metropolitan community covering a 9-year period. In that period, he found that 41 percent of the rape 
allegations made were false - by the complainant's own admission! He states: 

These false allegations appear to serve three major functions for the complainants: providing an alibi, seeking revenge, 
and obtaining sympathy and attention. 

Similarly, Feminists have been perpetrating the myth children never lie in court about sexual abuse. This is just more 
Feminist propaganda. The article Liar! Liar! in the New Scientist of 14 February 1998 reports that three-year-old 
children are perfectly capable of skillfully hoodwinking other individuals, according to research carried out at the 



40 



University of Portsmouth. 

Moreover, when women lie, they generally go unpunished. For example, here is the opening paragraph of a news item 
about a false accusation: 

A man has been acquitted of wounding a woman after police gave new evidence in the Court of Appeal that the 
woman's leg injury may have been self-inflicted. 6 

The article goes on to explain that a police officer had become aware that the complainant had previously made two 
false complaints of being slashed or cut by males. Did the police prosecute this woman for making a false complaint? 
No. Why not? Because she was a woman, of course ! 

The man who was acquitted in the Appeal Court had originally been sentenced to ten months' imprisonment in the 
District Court on the basis of the false testimony given by this woman. He spent some time in jail on remand, plus six 
weeks of his actual sentence before the appeal. It would seem only fair that she should also be sentenced to ten months 
imprisonment for her perjury and false complaint. 

The police say they don't like to prosecute people for making false complaints because it might have a "chilling effect" 
and put off people with genuine complaints. But you do see in the paper from time to time cases where the police have 
actually prosecuted people for making false complaints. How do they decide when to prosecute someone for making a 
false complaint? Are men more likely to be prosecuted for making a false complaint than women? I wrote to the police 
in my locale asking for details of their prosecutions for false complaints, according to the category of crime involved. 
They replied that they don't keep such statistics, they wouldn't compile them for me, nor would they let me go through 
their files to compile them myself. 

Neither the Ombudsman nor the Police Complaints Authority would help. I am left with the impression there is 
something going on that should not be hidden. 

In the year ended 31 December 1993, almost 40 percent of sexual violation cases were cleared as "no offence." That is, 
the police found that almost 40 percent involved false allegations. 7 In actual numbers, 361 cases were in the "No 
Offence" category. And, of course, some of the 60 percent who were considered by the police to have committed the 
offence were acquitted in court later on. This means that a lot of women are lying to the police, and just in this one area 
of sexual violation alone. But do any of them get prosecuted for it? Probably not. Nor are they likely to stop until they 
are. 

The police are not God, nor are the courts. They can all make mistakes. The odds are that at least some of the false 
accusations are going to result in wrongful convictions. But the power of the Feminist lobby is such that police and the 
courts are almost ideologically compelled to believe women's accusations against men. It also means they are unlikely 
to punish women who lie. False complaints of rape, domestic violence, and child abuse are one way that women 
oppress men today. 

No one would like to be convicted for something they didn't do - but imprisonment is not the only way men suffer from 
the false accusations of some malicious woman. Another frequent consequence is the almost certain loss of custody of 
their children, and/or access on reasonable terms after divorce or separation. Not to mention the damage to their 
reputation, the public opprobrium and even witch-hunts they may suffer. This is one reason for the growth in the 
international fathers' movement. Individual men are prepared to put up with a lot of unfairness and oppression, but 
once it starts cutting them off from their children, even the work will turn ! 

Neil Foord, for example, was jailed for a rape he says he did not commit. He has mounted a campaign to make people 
aware of the problem of false complaints of rape. 8 Women making false accusations of rape, etc., should not get off 
lightly, or even scot-free, as seems to occur at present. They should pay the same penalty their victims would have paid 
if the false accusations had been believed. Beyond this, Foord advocates compensation for men falsely accused or 
convicted of rape. He demands that the present restrictions on cross-examining rape-complainants and the monetary 
rewards for false complaints of rape should be removed, and that there should be directives issued to police to enquire 
more closely into the motives for complaints of rape. 
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Conclusion 

People making false accusations (such as accusations of rape or child sexual abuse) should be prosecuted as a matter of 
course and police policy, and the penalties should be equivalent to the penalties involved in the type of crime the false 
accusation related to. This is necessary as a deterrent. 

We need to achieve a balance between the needs of society to protect itself against sex abusers and rapists, and the need 
to protect innocent people from manufactured memories of supposed abuse in childhood produced in adult minds by 
Feminist counsellors, and false accusations of rape. And crimes that are typically committed by women - or which 
happen to be committed by individual women — should not be treated any differently than those committed by men. 
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CHAPTER 7 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LIES & MEN'S CATCH-22 
Introduction 

Here's an interesting newspaper snippet: 

Hammer attack backfires: A woman was taken to hospital last night with heavy bleeding to her head after 
attacking her husband with a hammer, ... police said. Her husband held up a rubbish bin and the hammer 
bounced off, hitting the woman in the head. No charges would be laid. — NZPA 1 . 

This news item was in very fine print and hidden on an inside pages of the newspaper. Had it been a man who suffered 
as the result of trying to attack his wife, it would have merited headlines on the front page! An equally short article — 
originating from the Australian Associated Press in Wellington's Dominion newspaper on 29 November 1999 stated: 

Scissors in head: A domestic dispute left a New South Wales man with scissors protruding a centimetre into his 
brain at the weekend. The man, 24, still conscious, was flown from Bathurst to Sydney for surgery. 

What is astonishing about this article is that it doesn't mention who the perpetrator was, which made me cynically 
certain it must have been a woman. It does not mention what action, if any, the police took against the perpetrator. If the 
perpetrator had been a man and the victim a woman, the article would have been written very differently, with emphasis 
on the heinousness of the deed and of the perpetrator. 

The same approach to the story was taken by Australia's Sydney Morning Herald on the same day. It seems clear that 
(male and female) Feminists in positions of power (such as journalists) abuse their power, tailoring information, and 
access to information, in whatever ways suit their political goals. Thus deprived of information that depicts women as 
perpetrators and men as victims of domestic violence, the public at large is that much more likely to be conned by the 
one-sided propaganda on this subject that comes from overtly Feminist sources. This includes conning legislators, the 
police, judges and juries. Only against this background does it make any sense that the USA has a "Violence Against 
Women Act" on its statute-books ! 

As I explain elsewhere (in the chapter on the Media University Complex), the mass media is blatantly biased against 
men. As another example, the world's media (e.g. the Wellington Dominion newspaper on 15 April 1999) reported how 
music celebrity Whitney Houston publicly announced she was the one who hit her husband, and not vice versa. 
Reportedly, her husband was arrested for battery against other women, but there were no suggestions from third parties 
that Whitney Houston should be arrested for battery - she is a woman, after all! 

The objective statistics show men and women hit each other about equally. See Fiebert's extensive annotated 
bibliography at: www.csulb.edu/~mfiebert/assault.htm — except that women are starting to hit men more often than vice 
versa, because they now know that the police will almost certainly not arrest them for it ! 

On page 237 of the Handbook of Family Violence, edited by Vincent B. Van Hasselt (Plenum, 1998), Steinmetz and 
Lucca report that men were battered by their wives by a 1.47 : 1.0 margin. Similarly, the Guardian Weekly, in February 
1999, reported a British Home Office study that showed that "men ... are just as likely as women to be assaulted by a 
partner." And, in a study in New Zealand (Moffitt, T., A. Caspi, and P. Silva (1996): "Findings about Partner Violence: 
from the Dunedin Multidisciplinary Health and Development Study" (MS)), it was also found men and women assault 
each other equally frequently in the home. 

When journalists talk about bias in the media, they tend to focus on the red herring of the political bias of the owners of 
the media. Journalists seldom criticise their own bias. Media owners, however, are usually more interested in making 
money than pushing a particular political line. Editorials and leading articles may, in some cases, be conservative in 
tone, but it is the selective reporting and highlighting of anti-male news (such as items on domestic violence) and the 
slanted coverage, using Feminist jargon, by rank-and-file journalists which is the most influential form of media bias. 
Because it is not as obvious as the bias in an editorial or leading article, the rest of us are hard pressed to guard against it 
or filter it out. 

In a 1999 report about US Congressional hearings on the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) he issued to the 
American Coalition for Fathers and Children, Stuart Miller writes: 

"Afterward, the media only interviewed the battered women's advocates and refused to accept any studies or 
comment that did not support the 'need' for more VAWA money. ...One reporter rolled her eyes at the thought 
that any men have been deprived of their children because of false allegations. ..and sneered at the men who 
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suggested such 'an absurd proposition.' " 

Here we will examine these issues in some detail. Sommers (1994, page 10) states: 

"For the past two decades, ... the study of spousal violence has become synonymous with the term 'wife abuse'.... 
The reason for this misnomer is due to almost exclusive focus of research on husband-to-wife abuse because of 
the high visibility of females as victims of family violence.... The shelter movement has also made it possible for 
researchers to have a ready made sampling base comprised of women who were willing to provide testimonies of 
the abuse they endured." 

Domestic Violence is a weapon in the Feminist arsenal. Feminism is now a self-perpetuating industry in the western 
world, and it is trying to use the United Nations and other organisations, such as World Vision, to establish itself 
throughout the world. For this purpose, they require a steady supply of issues and problems for its army of researchers, 
politicians, bureaucrats, journalists and social workers to work on - often at taxpayer expense. These problems and 
issues usually have the following characteristics: 

1 . They cast women — and possibly children - in the role of victims; 

2. They cast men in the role of miscreants; 

3. They can be used to make men feel guilty and put them onto the defensive; 

4. Any responsibility on the part of women is downplayed or even ignored. 

Rape, Child Sexual Abuse and Domestic Violence are three classic instances of this sort of Feminist issue. The Feminist 
view of Domestic Violence focuses on the male as perpetrator and the female as victim. This feeds on myths 
perpetrated by books and films such as "Once Were Warriors," an internationally known New Zealand film based on a 
novel by a Maori man about violence in a New Zealand Maori family. Maori women in New Zealand have been quick 
to accept this fiction as a portrayal of the reality of domestic violence in New Zealand families, and this has inspired 
them with seemingly righteous anger against people like myself who portray a balanced picture of domestic violence. 
Some of these Maori women have gone so far as to scratch my car and limit my participation in the Wellington (New 
Zealand) "Fathers, Families, and the Future" event in April 1999. There was even one incident, where a woman 
seemingly deliberately rammed my car (at the driver's door) at a roundabout - coming at me from another lane in the 
roundabout, despite my hooting at her, as I saw her coming a couple of seconds beforehand ! 

Domestic Violence lies 

There are five main Domestic Violence lies which Feminists typically imply rather than state: 

1 . There is a syndrome called "Battered Woman's Syndrome"; 

2. Men commit much more Domestic Violence than women do; 

3. Men start most or all incidents of Domestic Violence; 

4. Men can do more damage to women than women can do to men, and therefore only men should be restrained 
or punished; 

5. If a man has been accused/convicted of Domestic Violence, this should be grounds for restricting his access to 
his children if separation or divorce takes place. 

Battered Woman's Syndrome 

The "Battered Woman Syndrome" originated in the Jennifer Patri case in 1977. Syndromes are nebulous patterns of 
symptoms or behaviour which lend themselves to political manipulation. The book (The Battered Woman by Lenore 
Walker, New York: Harper Colophon Books, 1979), which first popularised and justified the notion, is junk science. 
This can be seen from the following excerpt from a review by Robert Sheaffer: 

We have all heard of the 'Battered Woman Syndrome' which originated with this book.... The Battered Woman 
is unsatisfactory as a serious work, and completely unacceptable as a foundation for family law. First, it is 
profoundly unscholarly. Without objective verification of the incidents herein described, they are nothing more 
than hearsay. Second, the book does not even pretend to be objective: the woman's side, and only the woman's 
side, is presented, when it is undeniable that in a large percentage of cases, the woman initiates violence against 
the man. Third, Prof. Walker's expanded definition of "battering" that includes verbal abuse does not even 
address the issue of female verbal abuse of men. Fourth, there is no reason whatsoever to believe that Prof. 
Walker's sample of 'battered women' is in any way a representative sample, and even if it were, she presents no 
statistics to support her conclusions. In fact, most of her conclusions are utterly unsupported by any kind of hard 
data, and are simply pronounced ex cathedra. 1 

Professor Walker (and the wretched quality of her work shows how deceptive the title "Professor" can be) maintained 
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there was a "syndrome" whereby a female victim of Domestic Violence was made psychologically incapable of leaving 
the relationship. This may or may not be true, but her unscholarly work certainly does not prove it. Karen Horney 
previously described what could be called the "Masochistic Woman Syndrome," which might be seen as a less anti- 
male way of describing the same phenomenon. And no doubt it is quite possible for a person — male or female - to be 
subjected to repeated psychological or physical abuse in a relationship yet be constrained by various considerations 
from leaving the relationship. Some of these might include: 



1 . fear of what their partner might do if they left; 

2. concern for possible effects on children; 

3. fear of loneliness; 

4. concern about the reactions of families and friends; 

5. reluctance to open up private, sordid details to the scrutiny of others. 



To lump all this into a "syndrome" and give it a name like "Battered Woman Syndrome" is a useful way of 
creating a stick with which to beat men, but it has to be seen as the political ploy that it is. For centuries, men have 
complained about nagging wives, but men in the West are practically forbidden to complain about women in public - 
otherwise we would now perhaps also be reading about a "Nagged Husband Syndrome." 

Feminist writers (e.g., Leibrich et al. 1995, Ferraro 1979, and Walker 1984) often state that women find psychological 
abuse much harder to live with than physical abuse. An official leaflet explains the legal prohibition against 
psychological violence as meaning "nobody is allowed to use intimidation, threats, or mind games to hurt and control 
another person." 3 

In Feminist accounts of Domestic Violence, emphasis is always laid on men's presumed greater physical strength. 
Feminists never mention how much better women generally are at using verbal weapons than men. But the book Brain 
Sex, by Anne Moir and David Jessel, states: 

The language skills related to grammar, spelling and writing are all more specifically located in the left-hand side of the 
brain in a woman. In a man they are spread in the front and back of his brain, and so he will have to work harder than a 
woman to achieve these skills, (page 45) 

Also, Deborah Tannen's 1990 book, You Just Don't Understand, claims women more commonly do their talking in 
intimate contexts while men do most of their talking in group contexts. This makes women more skilled at manipulating 
men verbally than vice versa, according to her. 

I have seen research evidence that women tend to view talking as an end in itself, whereas men tend to talk only if there 
is a specific reason to. Similarly, females predominate in people-centred occupations and in the study of language- 
centred academic subjects. There is also evidence that women are much better at reading emotions from people's faces 
and body-language than men. Which explains why women are more proficient at psychological abuse (especially 
psychological threats and mind games) than men. 

In the Feminist propaganda about Domestic Violence, the focus in on the supposed actions of the men. The reasons they 
do what they do (if they do it) are never mentioned. It is as if domestic violence were the only human activity which 
occurred totally without cause. In fact, of course, there are frequently patterns of behaviour in the "victim" which 
provoked the violence in the first place. These provocative behaviours are just as much a "syndrome" as any "battered 
wife syndrome." (See the discussion of related issues at www.backlash.com/book/domv.html .) 

Who commits most of the violence? 

Extreme Feminists claim men commit most domestic violence, but, as noted at the beginning of this chapter the 
evidence refutes their contentions. Straus and Gelles (1986), for example, showed men and women commit just as much 
physical Domestic Violence as the other. Moffitt, Caspi and Silva (1996) do likewise. Sewell and Sewell (1997), as 
another example, report statistics showing that women perpetrate even more domestic violence than men do. 4 

Feminists falsify and distort Domestic Violence statistics and everybody needs to know they can't necessarily 
trust the ethics of Feminist researchers. In 1997, 1 wrote a letter to my country's Minister of Police - alleging, 
amongst other things, that the Ministry of Women's Affairs had caused questions in a domestic violence questionnaire 
to be slanted. 5 Because of all the counterevidence to their woman-as-victim approach, Feminists have been rushing 
around trying to conceal these findings or explain them away in a manner that fits in with their political need to reserve 
victim status for women. There is an example of that sort of Feminist reasoning at 
www.vix.com/pub/men/battery/studies/lkates.html. 
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Feminist writers on Domestic Violence from Lenore Walker onward have mentioned how many women find 
psychological abuse even worse than physical abuse. This view has found itself into legislation. Here is the initial part 
of a legislative definition of Domestic Violence: 

SECT. 3. MEANING OF "DOMESTIC VIOLENCE- 
IT) In this Act, "domestic violence", in relation to any person, means violence against that person by any other 
person with whom that person is, or has been, in a domestic relationship. 
(2) In this section, "violence" means- 

(a) Physical abuse: 

(b) Sexual abuse: 

(c) Psychological abuse, including, but not limited to,- 

(i) Intimidation: 

(ii) Harassment: 

(iii) Damage to property: 

(iv) Threats of physical abuse, sexual abuse, or psychological abuse: 

(v) In relation to a child, abuse of the kind set out in subsection (3) of this section. 

Here it is clear that actual physical injury does not need to occur, so it is up to the police and the courts to determine 
how serious any alleged cases of Domestic Violence are, and whether prosecution or conviction are warranted. 

And in the UK, according to the BBC's World TV on Sunday, 26 November 1995, "domestic violence" was (and 
probably still is) defined as violence by a man on a woman. 6 So a woman can/could do anything at all to a man in the 
UK, and legally it is impossible to consider it "domestic violence." This demonstrates why it is not particularly useful to 
focus on legal definitions in force at particular times in particular places. It also shows how biased the extreme 
Feminists are who push this sort of legislation through legislatures in western countries. 

Liz Kates (www.vix.com/pub/men/battery/studies/lkates.html) states that the Feminist concept of spousal abuse 
involves a pattern and dynamic of behaviour where the victims are 95% female. The facts do not support this but prove 
the prejudice of the researchers behind it. Moreover, Erin Pizzey (1997) makes it clear the Feminist community 
ostracizes women who are pro-fairness. 

Subjective science? 

Anyone who has studied the Philosophy and History of Science and takes an interest in scientific matters knows that the 
creation of hypotheses and theories can be a highly subjective process. It often takes a lot of time, much testing and 
argument to decide the issue between rival theories. Despite the fact that counting blows between domestic partners 
should be a fairly objective process, such rigour is not practiced by Feminist ideologues. 

Since the Battered Woman Syndrome is one of Feminism's strategic weapons in the Sex War, whatever the findings of 
the researchers may be, the Feminist media and the politicians will, by and large, only take note of the findings 
promoted by Feminist pressure-groups. Masculists are heavily out-gunned by the Feminists, who often enjoy taxpayer 
support in ministries of Women's Affairs, university departments of Women's Studies, and the like. 

So, when Feminists such as Liz Kates say men are not subject to systematic abuse perpetrated by their wives, they are 
talking from belief rather than knowledge. Feminists have not taken the slightest interest in men's experiences of 
Domestic Violence (or anything else), so they have no data on which to base their assertions. Those who do examine 
domestic violence objectively, such as Gelles, come to the conclusion men are indeed the victims of this sort of abuse - 
just as women are. The "syndrome" will include as many - if not more - men, when gender is ignored and only other 
factors are considered. Hence, it's better for everybody if we deal with these issues rationally rather than turning 
everything into a gender war. Then we can focus on solving problems where now the system tears families apart. 

Does anybody give a DUAM about men? 

There is a deep-seated psychological unwillingness in both sexes to treat women and men equally when they are in 
violent confrontation. Part of this is what I call " Dykismo's Unholy Alliance with Machismo (DUAM)." The machismo 
of men (e.g., policemen, psychologists, lawyers, judges, etc.) makes them want to protect women from men, and the 
"dykismo" of Lesbian Feminists (who are the powerhouse of the Feminists' Sex War army) also makes them want to 
protect women from men. 

I am not attacking Lesbianism as such, here. The sexual habits of Lesbians are one issue, and their political power in 
the Sex War is another. It has been a struggle for many people in the West to be reprogrammed into realising that 
people of other races and sexual orientations are not inferior or evil. However, having made that transition in their 
thought-patterns, many people over-correct, and find themselves unable to criticise anyone of a different race or sexual 
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orientation. This is what gives Lesbian Feminists their power. 

I'd like to give some examples of what I mean here, because this is a very serious problem. My examples come from the 
Machismo side of the DUAM, but the same sort of remarks apply equally well to the Dykismo side of the phenomenon. 
On November 19th 1999, 1 went to see Mr. J. J. Taylor, Family Violence Prevention Coordinator at Police national 
headquarters, Wellington, New Zealand. I asked to see the Police Commissioner himself, but was put on to Mr. Taylor 
as the most appropriate person for the topic that I wanted to discuss. 

The reason I decided to talk to the police about this issue (I had been working in the same building that housed the 
police national headquarters for 12 years) was that I had just come across the Fiebert Bibliography. That bibliography's 
summary states: 

This bibliography examines 95 scholarly investigations, 79 empirical studies and 16 reviews and/or analyses, which 
demonstrate that women are as physically aggressive, or more aggressive, than men in their relationships with their 
spouses or male partners. The aggregate sample size in the reviewed studies exceeds 60,000. 
( www.csulb.edu/~mfiebert/assault.htm ) 

Armed with this ironclad evidence the Feminists were lying about Domestic Violence, I arranged a meeting. On the 
telephone, he agreed there was a disparity between what academic research said about the roles of males and females in 
Domestic Violence, and what the media said. But he changed his tune when we met. 

At the meeting itself, which was held in the (apparently empty) cafeteria rather than in a meeting-room, it turned out he 
believed the standard Feminist explanation for the above-mentioned discrepancy, and handed me some police statistics 
and other information on Domestic Violence arrests. I handed him a copy of the Fiebert bibliography, then spoke about 
the six (minor) workplace assaults I had been the victim of over the past 12 years at the hands of three females -just 
four floors above where we were sitting (I didn't mention the sexual harassment or intimidation I had suffered in 
addition to those straightforward assaults). He covered his mouth with his hand as if he was covering an itch to smile. 
Certainly, the expression in his eyes suggested he was smiling! And I must admit my own instinctive reaction is also to 
smile when hearing about female assaults on males (the DUAM, again!), but it was significant to see this reaction from 
someone in his position in the field of domestic violence. 

Then he asked me if all the research I had read showed that women and men hit each other equally frequently, and I 
said not every single one. I recalled, in particular, the 1996 New Zealand National Survey of Crime Victims, 
commissioned by the Victimisation Survey Committee, comprising representatives from the Police, Ministry of 
Women's Affairs, and other government agencies. However, I pointed out that the relevant questionnaire had been 
slanted - possibly on the initiative of the Ministry of Women's Affairs - to make it appear men hit women more 
frequently than the other way around. Moreover, Mr. Taylor could not explain the questions' slant. The questionnaire 
(from Table 2.13) did not ask men and women simply whether: 

1. Any partner ever actually used force or violence on you, such as deliberately kicked, pushed, grabbed, 
shoved you or hit you with something; or 

2. Any partner ever threatened to use force or violence on you such as threatened to kick, push, grab, or 
shove you; or 

3. Any partner ever deliberately destroyed or threatened to destroy your belongings. 
Instead of those straightforward question, the questionnaire asked whether: 

1. Any partner ever actually used force or violence on you, such as deliberately kicked, pushed, grabbed, 
shoved you or hit you with something in a way that could hurt you; and 

2. Any partner ever threatened to use force or violence on you such as threatened to kick, push, grab, or 
shove you in a way that actually frightened you; and 

3. Any partner ever deliberately destroyed or threatened to destroy your belongings in a way that 
frightened you. 

The bias against men responding positively is immediately obvious, since men are socialised to downplay fear and to be 
relatively insensitive to pain. This was confirmed by data from another table (page 81) in the very same survey, 
which showed that 50.5 percent of women, as compared to only 31.4 percent of men, reported experiencing fear when 
on the receiving end of a violent offence. So the results of this survey are useless as evidence of the comparative 
incidence of domestic violence committed by women, as compared to men. I cannot think of any reason for the 
questions being framed in that way, except in order to make women appear to be more frequent victims of 
family violence than men are. The focus is women's subjective experience of events, rather than the events 
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themselves. 

Then Mr. Taylor mentioned the other relevant New Zealand survey on this topic - "Findings About Partner Violence" 
by Moffitt, Caspi and Silva (1996), which showed the same thing as the overseas studies - that women hit men at least 
as often as men hit women. 

However, Feminists are not to be outdone by mere facts, and this is where Mr. Taylor came out with his most telling 
statement. I can't quote him verbatim, but what he said was more or less that you can't just count "hits" in that way, and 
that, in one case referred to by Moffitt (et al), the woman had kicked the man because he was holding her by the throat. 
The implication was, of course, that she was acting in self-defence. 

So I asked Mr. Taylor why the man had held the woman by the throat, but he just replied, "Because he was assaulting 
her !" 

This is exactly what I mean by the DUAM - Feminists and police officers like Mr. Taylor follow the chain of causation 
only just far enough back to establish (to their satisfaction) that the woman is the innocent party in such circumstances. 

So I repeated this little dialogue between Mr. Taylor and myself back to Mr. Taylor, and I accused him of being biased 
against men, and said I would quote him. He then accused me of quoting him out of context (which is absurd, since we 
were still in the same context) ! Then I offered to retrace the conversation, in order to give him a chance to clarify what 
he had meant, but he refused. He just added - implausibly to me - that this sort of bias would never stand up in a real 
courtroom to the detriment of any man. But this is exactly what I am sure does happen again and again to countless 
men all over the western world. Only an unusual combination of client and lawyer would uncover such bias in a 
courtroom. In fact, exactly this sort of bias was shown by a Judge Adams in a programme on the Family Court that was 
broadcast on Television New Zealand in 2001 - to the detriment of a Polynesian man's access to his child (See the 
chapter on the Justice System).. 

I was absolutely aghast and yet felt triumphant - here were the exact allegations of police and Feminist bias which I had 
discussed and read about in theory, coming to live in the flesh and blood of the head of domestic violence policy in the 
country where I live ! A few months later, after publicising that incident, I heard from a judge (Judge Carruthers, who 
was meeting with men's groups about Family Court issues) that Mr. Taylor had left the position he was holding when I 
interviewed him. 

Lesbians as Activists 

There is no denying many Feminists are not lesbians, particularly now that Feminism is so mainstream in western 
societies. But Lesbian Feminists are still at the cutting edge of man-hatred (misandry), and they frequently work behind 
the scenes, letting the photogenic heterosexual Feminists pose in the limelight. It is important not to be naive about this, 
because there are a lot of Feminists who are intelligent enough to see how having obviously butch spokeswomen creates 
poor Public Relations. Anyone who has taken an interest in the Women's Refuge and Rape Crisis movements, for 
example, will have seen how they have largely replaced their Lesbian spokeswomen with apparently heterosexual 
women. But it would be naive to assume the Lesbians have somehow disappeared or been overthrown in some sort of 
coup d'etat. 

It is not my intention to attack Lesbianism as a lifestyle, as I have stated previously. Too many men in the international 
Men's/Fathers' movement are homophobic, already. However, my point here is to lay bare part of what I see as the 
Psychohistory of Feminism. Lesbians are of course subject to oppression, but they also use this to garner sympathy 
from politically correct communities, such as western bureaucracies, while they get on with the business of drafting 
anti-male legislation. There is a difference between attacking what Lesbians do in their private life and attacking what 
they do politically. 

It certainly fits with the self-interest of Lesbians to be Feminist. And it is from Lesbians I have experienced some of the 
most marked physical intimidation, discrimination against pro-men views, and the most extreme reactions against anti- 
Feminist statements. If you know that a TV news producer is a Lesbian, for example, it is a cast-iron guarantee she will 
be biased against men's issues. If she is merely a heterosexual Feminist, the likelihood she is biased against men is 
somewhat reduced. 

Catch-22 

The result of the power of Feminist pressure-groups and the DUAM is to put men - all heterosexual men - into a Catch- 
22 (i.e. No-Win) situation. If a man's wife or female partner abuses him psychologically or physically, he is unable to 
retaliate. If he retaliates, the DUAM will arrest him and put him in jail, the Family Court will impose a court order 
preventing him from contacting her, give her custody of the children, severely limit his access to his children and give 
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her sole right to live in the family home. So if third-party intervention is not possible or is unsuccessful, he just has to 
either put up with the abuse or leave the relationship - to the detriment of his children's and his own emotional health 
and (probably) standard of living. If anything is a "syndrome," this Catch-22 is one. 

To give some concrete examples, I know a man whose glasses had just been broken by his wife, so he rang the police to 
ask for help. The policeman asked if she had "hit" him or "punched" him. The complainant refused to answer this 
question because he didn't know what the difference was between "punching" and "hitting", and he suspected that the 
policeman was just trying to disprove him: If he said "punched", he expected that the policeman would says something 
stupid like, "Women can't punch." The officer insisted, however, on getting an answer to this question and when no 
answer was forthcoming he hung up! In today's political climate in western countries, it is inconceivable that the police 
would treat a female complainant that way. But males have no rights in such situations. 

An acquaintance told me about another incident when, after a domestic dispute, the police interviewed him and his wife 
in their home. His wife said he had hit her and the police duly wrote that down in their notebook, but when he said she 
had hit him the police wrote nothing down. 

Here's a further example: an advertisement, entitled "Family Violence is a crime," and authorised by the President of the 
Police Managers' Guild, appeared in a daily newspaper. 7 It portrayed only women and children as victims of this crime, 
omitting any mention of the possibility men could also be victims of Family Violence. Not only is it a sexist 
advertisement in its own right, but also frightening testimony to how little chance men have of being treated fairly by 
the Justice system. The police have no chance of reducing the incidence of domestic violence so long as they insist in 
driving men into a corner and treating them as guilty until proven innocent. 

For example, in New Zealand there is an organisation called "Victim Support" which, as its name implies, supports 
crime victims. A woman there attacked a man for repeatedly doing noisy "wheelies" with his car on the street in front of 
her house. She threw things at him and menaced him with a stick. Yet, despite that it was the woman who assaulted the 
man, the police intervened on her side and Victim Support called to offer psychological support to her family. 
Moreover, when I was assaulted outside a supermarket in the same city, my glasses were broken and I received cuts that 
required stitches, but did Victim Support call? No. Evidently, such organisations (or the police who refer people to 
them) work according to the unwritten rule that only women are victims and men can look after themselves. 

Many men know there's no point calling the police, because they will automatically take the woman's side. This is 
why it is not valid to use statistics about police call-outs as an indication of the level of domestic violence by women on 
men, as the former Minister of Justice, Doug (now Sir Douglas) Graham did when a deputation from the New Zealand 
Men for Equal Rights Association went to see him in 1998. 

Doug Graham was proud of his Feminist-inspired domestic violence legislation and maintained he was not stupid 
(evidently I have a reputation for thinking Feminists are stupid). So I pointed out he was contradicting himself - 
showing himself to be stupid, by basing his notions of the relative culpability of men and women in domestic violence 
on the arrest figures! When I explained, he agreed with me. I am certain, however, that his Feminist advisers would 
have made sure he did not actually do anything based on the fleeting insight he gained that day. 

My impression as to how Feminist his ministry is relates to incidents such as the publication of Hitting Home. His 
Ministry of Justice had been planning to produce a series of studies on domestic violence: 

1. Men talking about violence against their female partners; 

2. Women talking about violence against their male partners; 

3. People talking about violence against their same-sex partners. 

But they only produced the first one, Hitting Home. The official reason was they ran out of money. This seems 
suspicious given the sheer volume of programmes addressing that same issue. Why not focus on female violence for a 
change? Because Feminist journalists latch onto Feminist-compatible research and turn it into headlines and 
documentaries, which Feminist politicians then use to push Feminist legislation into Law, I am certain the Feminists in 
the Ministry of Justice stopped the second and third studies because they did not want the political impact of the first, 
anti-male report to be at all blunted by publicity about the fact that women (including lesbians) commit domestic 
violence. See, for example, the webpage: "Gay and Lesbian Same-Sex Domestic Violence Bibliography" 
( www.xq.com/cuav/dvbibl.htm) 

And this DUAM bias is also a problem in the Third World. India, for example, has seen the creation of the "All -India 
Crime Against Men by Women Front" (Akhil Bharatiya Patni Virodhimorcha), which was founded after the 1988 
suicide of Naresh Anand, who had been unable to bear his wife's physical and mental torture. He left behind a note 
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pleading with police to form a special cell to deal with cases of abused husbands, along the lines of the already extant 
Crimes Against Women cell. 

All of this needs to be borne in mind when we read the following excerpt from Liz Kate's email (on the website 
mentioned above): 

'"Who is that [on the phone]!" he demands. 
She ignores him, hastily whispering "I gotta go now..." 
"GIMME that phone!" he shouts. "Who was that!!" 
"It was someone from work." 

He dials call return. It's not. "You sniveling lying BITCH," he shrieks, and yanking the phone out, throws it into 

the wall. "YOU TELL ME WHO THE F- THAT WAS RIGHT NOW," he yells, advancing at her. He picks up a 

little glass budvase her grandmother gave her and holds it high. 

"Nooo, gimme that!" she whines. 

"WHO THE F- WAS ON THAT PHONE! ! !" 

She grabs his arm to save the vase, and he holds it out of her reach. 
[She has started the violence, according who touched who first.] 

Smash, the vase shatters into a thousand little shards. "You pig," she mutters, nearly inaudible. 
"WHAT'D YOU SAY!!! SAY IT AGAIN, BITCH!!!" he screams. 

She crouches at the floor, attempting to scoop up glass splinters. He grabs her by the upper arm, bringing her to 
her feet. She wrenches her arm away, and as he reaches for her again, pushes his forearm away from her. 
[Conflict tactics scale: one grab for each, plus a push for her.] 

"I WANNA KNOW WHO WAS ON THAT PHONE!" he yells, down, close into her face as she backs away. 
"No one..." 

[Conflict Tactics Scale: two for two. Nothing but a fair fight... so far...]' 

Here it is appropriate to use Liz Kates' own words: "misleading, and nothing short of fraudulent" for her use of the 
above (presumably real) conflict data. Part of what she is trying to do here is show that counting hits is not the whole 
picture. I agree. But if she is also trying (as I think she is) to depict this woman as a helpless, innocent victim of male 
abuse, then this shows how one-sided the misandrist (man-hating) Feminist "experts" on Domestic Violence are. 

It is quite clear this man is being subjected - probably over a long period of time - to severe psychological abuse by this 
woman. She is blatantly lying to him point blank, which is about as extreme a form of Psychological abuse as you can 
perpetrate in a relationship. She is doing something detrimental to his interests behind his back, such as having an affair 
or doing her best to give him the impression she is. 

Over a long period of time, this would be quite sufficient to drive any man "mad" - mad/angry, or even mad/insane, but 
the DUAM has no concept of male pyschological suffering. Her psychological abuse precipitated the confrontation yet 
if they call the police he will be the one they arrest. Indeed, I have ample anecdotal evidence of cases in which men who 
complained their female partners had attacked them were investigated as cases of domestic violence by the man against 
the woman! This shows how critical the issue of interpretation is, and how powerless men are in the political and legal 
processes of the West, when it is the extreme Feminists who are doing most of the interpreting - and teaching their 
interpretations to the Establishment as fact !. 

Murray A. Straus (1997), responding to Feminist criticism of the Conflict Tactics Scale, approvingly quotes Gelles as 
stating: 

"(W)hile the statement is true that men and women hit one other in roughly equal numbers, it cannot be made in 
a vacuum without the qualifiers that: 1) women are seriously injured at seven times the rate of men; and 2) that 
women are killed by partners at more than two times the rate of men." 

First we should note he is obviously reiterating the Feminist-unfriendly fact that men and women do indeed hit one 
other in roughly equal numbers. Only if we expect abused men to shrug off their abuse, however - "take it like a man" 
and not defend themselves - are his other two points truly relevant. But can we reasonably expect men to let an abusive 
woman rage simply because she may (in many cases) be physically weaker? Don't men have a right to defend 
themselves, too? Whatever happened to the notion of equality? 

The fact that women are more likely than men to be killed in acts of domestic violence needs to be investigated in detail 
and addressed with grave concern, not as a gender issue, but a social problem. Moreover, our investigation should 
ignore the age of the victim lest we overlook the many male infants murdered by their mothers. (It is a sad truth that 
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when age is excluded as a factor there are nearly as many male as female perpetrators of domestic homicide in the U.S. 
-- A grim equality.) 8 

The actual numbers and proportions will of course vary from country to country, but it is interesting to read the "Most 
Recent US Spousal Murder Statistics" web-page 
. (www.kidpower.org/stats/stats2.html). 

Although more husbands were convicted of murdering their wives than the converse (156 wives, but 275 husbands), 
this might well be a feature of anti-male judicial bias, since: 

1 . the average sentence for spousal murder (excluding the death penalty and life sentences) for men was 16.5 
years, whereas it was only 6 years for women; 

2. 94 percent of husbands, but only 8 1 % of wives, received a prison sentence on conviction for spousal 
murder; 

3. "Victim Provocation" was given as a defense in 44% of the wives' trials, but only in 10% of the husbands' 
trials. This does not mean the husbands were not provoked - it just means that the DUAM makes it much 
harder for men to make a claim of provocation with judges and juries. 

Who starts the Domestic Violence? 

The police should investigate Domestic Violence like any other alleged crime, find out who started it and then 
concentrate on warning or punishing that person. At present, police in some countries are trained to automatically 
punish the man, because they are told only men commit abuse and any violence by women is simply retaliation to abuse 
by the man, and men are supposed to be capable of inflicting more damage than women. 

Men who are beaten by their wives are treated with contempt or derision, so they know they can only rely on their own 
strength in domestic disputes - the police will always be on the woman's side. In New Zealand, for example, there are 
three kinds of Assault offences that men can be charged with: 

1. Common Assault; 

2. Assault on a Female; 

3. Aggravated Assault. 

A man convicted of "Assault on a Female" is subject to a higher maximum penalty than one convicted of Common 
Assault. This sends a clear signal to all men and women that the legal system is sexist and operates an anti-male double- 
standard. 

What is the relevance of Domestic Violence to the Family Court? 

A record of domestic violence against a partner (i.e., violence between adults) should not be taken into account when 
deciding custody and access issues, because it is not relevant. It also discriminates against fathers' chances of getting 
custody and access because the police, as we have seen, are biased against men. Indeed, domestic violence might even 
occur when a father suspects his partner is neglecting or abusing his children but he lacks the evidence to prove it in 
court. He might notice they are looking unwell, listless, etc., but the children might be too afraid of the consequences to 
say what their mother has been doing. If he defends them from her, he risks losing his children to the mother's 
inadequate care, which is what caused the problems in the first place! 

Conclusion 

The Feminist line on domestic violence is official policy in many countries. As one Women's Refuge worker put it in 
Contact newspaper (July 22, 1999), talking about the changes she noticed during the past 15 years: 

"One of the main things that struck me is that the police attitude has got much better. Our work is known and the 
various agencies are working together." 

The specific Feminist Catch-22 on domestic violence is that women are always in the right, no matter what they do: 

1 . Men who hit their wives are deemed to do it without provocation and without reason - and therefore 
without excuse. This issue is never raised by Feminists. 

2. Women are deemed never to hit their husbands (the issue is never spontaneously raised by Feminists) - or, 
if women do hit their husbands, Feminists (when Feminists are forced to agree that women do do this) 
take the line that they only do it justifiably. 

3. When Feminists admit men are also abused by women, they claim only women suffer from a "syndrome" 
of domestic abuse. In other words, women are allowed to use the excuse of a "syndrome" as a defence 
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when they murder their husbands. 

4. When women murder their menfolk, there is usually some excuse or justification (e.g., domestic violence 
by the man in their lives). 

5. When men murder their womenfolk, they are not allowed to claim the woman's behaviour was a justifying 
factor. 

6. When women murder their men, the cause is often deemed to be domestic violence, but when men murder 
their women, this murder is deemed to be an instance of domestic violence. 

Men and fair-minded women must campaign together against women-only defences and men-only crimes. Feminists 
have been steadily working toward the goal of getting all women treated as innocent victims, no matter what they have 
done - and all men treated as criminals, no matter if they are innocent. 

Anti-male bias doesn't just infect the police - it is particularly strong in the media, who pass it on to the whole of 
western society. For example, there was a letter to TIME magazine, published on January 20, 1997, in which Richard 
M. Riffe, Assistant Prosecutor of Boone County, Madison, West Virginia, complains about the biased way in which 
TIME wrote up a case involving a woman who murdered her husband. 9 

As far as public attitudes are concerned, here are two examples: 

1 . A newspaper advertisement for a stage show called "Full Marx" quoted a review of the show by one Ralph 
McAllister, which ended with the words, "So take your family, wallop your husband (my emphasis), even bring 
along the great dane, but make sure you see Full Marx! 10 

2. A cartoon (in French) which the mainly female staff of the Language department of a school thought suitable 
to post prominently on a wall in the 1990's. This cartoon told the story of a woman who threw a plate of breakfast 
at her husband and then left him on the grounds he was lazy and had asked for breakfast in bed. This is Domestic 
Violence, but because it was committed by a woman, it was not only considered innocuous, but some of the 
teachers even decorated it with comments such as, "Very good!" and "Serves him right!" (in French). 11 

I'd also like to briefly raise the issue of PMT (Premenstrual Tension), or PMS (Premenstrual Syndrome). The role of 
PMT in domestic violence needs research. It would be ironic, but typical of modern societies, if PMT were (as is quite 
possible) a major cause of physical and psychological abuse of men by women, which then led to men being arrested 
because of DUAM bias in the Establishment. 

We need to investigate the power relationship, as well. What does it do for the relative power of men and women in a 
relationship if the woman can say and do what she likes, in the sure knowledge that if the worst comes to the worst she 
will get the children, an income from the taxpayer, and at least half the joint assets, while he will have restricted or no 
access to his children, a jail term and child-support bills? That is the bottom line in modern western heterosexual 
relationships. 

The man has to either defer to the woman, walk out of the relationship or run the risk of the worst-case becoming a 
reality. The United States divorce rate in 1988 was the fourth-highest in the world, according to the UN Demographic 
yearbook. And there has been research in that country which found that the marriages that last the longest are those in 
which the husband always gives way to the wife! So the extreme Feminist domestic violence campaign has also got to 
be seen as a tool for replacing a social system based on the nuclear family with a Matriarchal society comprised of 
single mothers and fatherless children. 

For more on this topic, see "Femi-Fascism Flourishes," by Cassandra Hewitt-Reid, at the free radical website. 
(www.freeradical.co.nz/content/37/37hewittreid.html) 
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CHAPTER 8 

THE MALE JUSTICE SYSTEM LIE 

There's an old joke that reflects how many men experience divorce: 

"We divided everything equally - she got the house, I got the mortgage, she got the car, I got the payments, she 
got the kid, I got the child support payments." 

Introduction: Women Can Do Anything 

The Feminist slogan "Women Can Do Anything" takes on a sinister meaning in the legal context. Feminists tend to 
believe a man should have to put up with whatever amount of abuse (verbal, emotional or physical) his partner or wife 
may throw at him - retaliation is never justified, provocation is never an excuse. Any retaliation from an abused 
woman, on the other hand, is justified in their view. Is she sexually frustrated? It's okay to cut off his penis (the Bobbin 
case). Was she battered? Then it's okay to kill the bastard (Jennifer Patri case). As far as Feminists and the Feminist- 
intimidated judicial system are concerned, "women can do (just about) anything." 

In the prologue to his book Good Will Toward Men, Jack Kammer talks about the word "misogyny" (hatred of women), 
and its male counterpart, "misandry" (hatred of men). Why is "misandry" so rarely used even though "misogyny" is a 
part of our everyday language? Anything remotely resembling misogyny is socially unacceptable (in western societies) 
whereas misandry is socially acceptable. In fact, misandry is compulsory in Feminist circles. There is little need to use a 
word which describes a state of mind everyone takes for granted! 

Our legal systems are based on this same man-hating principle - they are principally about protecting women from men. 
If there is any crime more women than men commit (such as abortion or infanticide), the tendency in western societies 
is to decriminalise it. At the same time as the penalties for procuring abortions (a mainly female crime) are decreasing, 
the penalties for rape (a mainly male crime) are increasing, and the definition of "rape" is getting broader, but only 
when it pertains to women victims. 

Women in the Courts 

Feminist-inspired and Feminist-dominated commissions and task forces have been inquiring into the way the courts 
treat women in countries such as the USA, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. The first of these was "The First Year 
Report of the New Jersey Supreme Court Task Force on Women in the Courts — June 1984." Subsequent reports in 
various American states and in other countries based themselves on this seemingly valid model and precedent. But was 
it really valid? 

It is considered routine in western countries to study how the Law impacts only one particular segment of society. The 
flaw with such one-sided studies is, they tend to focus on just the problems of the one group, and are biased to find 
precisely and only what they are looking for. Consequently, the study's results ignore groups not regarded as "victims," 
and the assumptions latent in the original proposal for the study are almost inevitably confirmed at the end of what is in 
fact a loaded and biased process. In addition, such studies ignore the trade-offs that may exist, compensating those who 
are disadvantaged in one way by treating them as a privileged group in another way. 

What that means in today's political climate is that such studies are designed to conclude that women are victims, and it 
is all but inconceivable that a government commission would sponsor a study on men's access to justice. The underlying 
and unexamined assumption is that women are disadvantaged by the justice system, and their goal is to remedy that for 
women, only. Indeed, the title "Women's Access to Justice" is practically equivalent to an assertion men have no 
significant problems with access to justice. And that is a biased and untruthful view. 

Ex-parte protection orders are a draconian, anti-male procedure. This procedure enables a hearing to take place, at 
which a man can be barred from future contact with his ex-partner and children, without his being present or even 
represented at the hearing - on the basis that his partner merely feels that he might be a danger to her ! This is a gross 
breach of natural justice. For more detail on this issue, see http://members.tripod.com/peterzohrab/femfasci.html. 

As Robert Hughes argues in his book, "Culture of Complaint: The Fraying of America," pressure-groups have distort 
the politics of western democracies. Academics, followed by university-indoctrinated left-liberal journalists, latch onto 
some group as being "disadvantaged" or "oppressed," and then other Establishment systems (usually the Legislature and 
bureaucracies) start studying the "problems" of these groups in isolation. Certainly such groups may have justifiable 
grievances, but they simply presume that groups such as men do not; hence, they do not give men an equal hearing. 
This basic assumption is what makes Feminism an ideology. People are just kidding themselves if they see Feminism 
as a rational philosophy, ranged against irrational religious types - in debates over family values, abortion, or Fathers' 
rights. The Feminist ideology is just as faith-based as any religion. 
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The titles of these legal studies betray their bias: the New Jersey one was on "Women in the Courts," and the New 
Zealand one was a Law Commission study on "Women's Access to Justice." Men just don't come into it, as far as the 
titles are concerned. The fact is, such studies do deal with men — implicit or explicit comparisons with men occur 
inevitably in such studies — but they do not deal with men from the male point of view. Better titles would have been 
"Men and Women in the Courts" or "Men's and Women's Access to Justice". Then there would have been more chance 
of the issues being addressed fairly. 

Someone might then ask if I would be against a study on the effect of sleep deprivation on truck drivers, for example - 
the point being that sometimes you just have to do studies on particular groups. Of course, I would have to agree that 
studies such as these might have to be undertaken. But such studies do not come out of thin air - they come about 
because someone has convinced someone else that there is a problem of some sort that needs to be investigated. 

In the case of the study on the effect of sleep deprivation on truck drivers, the problem obviously is that there is prima 
facie evidence (from the police and land transport safety agencies) that truck drivers are under pressure to drive long 
distances without taking sufficient time off for sleep, and that this results in relatively many accidents, involving 
relatively high costs in terms of injury, death, and material damage. Truck drivers are a special case, because only they 
— and perhaps airline pilots - are in this sort of situation. So a study is deemed necessary to see if a cause-and-effect 
relationship can be established, and to see what measures should be taken, if any. 

In the case of "women's access to justice", someone would have had to convince someone else in authority that there 
was a problem that needed to be investigated, so that a solution could be proposed. But here the prima facie evidence 
consisted primarily of the fact that there are more male lawyers and judges than there are female ones, and Feminists 
simply assume routinely that groups consisting mainly of men act in a way that favours men's interests over those of 
women. This assumption is made over and over again by Feminists in books, in the media and elsewhere. However, 
this assumption is false, and in fact it is a dumb assumption, as I argue in my chapter on the Frontman Fallacy. 

Any doubts I might have had about this bias were more than dispelled when, some years ago, I submitted a request to 
the New Zealand Law Commission, along with my critical submission on their study on women's access to justice. As 
their office had commissioned the study on women's access to justice and there were no equivalent studies for men, I 
asked them to commission the New Zealand Men's Rights Association to conduct a study of men's access to justice. 1 

Although they acknowledged my request, months later, while I was still waiting for their decision, I discovered a study 
along similar lines to theirs had already been conducted by a totally different (and less prestigious) body. Since the 
organisers of the second study had presumably managed to limit their submissions to ones along the lines they wanted 
to follow, they were able to bring out the kind of report they wanted to write originally, get their friends in the media to 
publicise it, and then pressure the Justice system to give in to their demands. 

However, when the Law Commission itself eventually published the report on that study (which excluded my 
organisation's contribution to the study), it was in the name of the Feminist who carried out the study, rather than of the 
Law Commission itself. The significance of this was not lost on Feminists, who were outraged by this blow to the 
study's credibility. One even wrote a letter to the Dominion newspaper (August 16, 1999) complaining about this 
"unprecedented move." Clearly, our submission, together with those of other men, had provided strong enough 
arguments for non-Feminist factions within the Law Commission to be able to stand up to the Feminists. 

Men have power, women have problems 

The New Jersey task force assumed women would be more aware than men of bias against women in the Courts. 
Maybe that is true. But why, then, was the task force composed of twice as many women as men? From the start, they 
were more sensitive to bias against women. This bias in the membership of the task force virtually guaranteed that that 
is all they would find, because it was the only result they were looking for, and the predominantly female membership 
was biased against finding anything to the contrary. 

The New Jersey study relegated the issue of gender bias against defendants in criminal cases to sections of a mere 7 
pages in the 49-page report. Why? Could it have been because, ironically, the only evidence of gender bias in 
sentencing they found was of bias against men? Is this why the female-dominated task force decided further study was 
needed before any action needed to be taken on that issue? 

Moreover, they cited statistics showing that bias in favour of women was just as prevalent in courtrooms as bias against 
women, (page 137) Even their assumption that women were more aware of bias against women than men does not 
excuse it for virtually ignoring this. Yet the report recommended only measures to diminish bias against women, and 
said nothing about reducing any bias that favoured women. 
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Gender Politics and the Law 

In practice, western countries define crime as whatever men do that women and/or the rich and powerful do not like. If 
the laws were written by the poor, it is unlikely all current property crimes would have severe penalties. Not having 
many possessions, some poor people almost consider petty theft a self-help method of redistributing wealth in the 
interests of social justice. Similarly, the virtual decriminalisation of abortion in western countries reflects the power 
women have to abolish laws they find inconvenient - and it suits the upper- and upper-middle class men who want to 
have sex without becoming fathers, as well. Chivalrous male judges, too, often act on the basis of DUAM stereotypes: 

"In custody cases, they find it inconceivable that a man should want to look after his children, still less that he 
should be able to. In murder cases they frequently assume that any woman driven to murder must have been in 
some way out of her mind, since she could surely not have committed so vile an act of her own, independent 
volition. This, interestingly, is a belief which is shared by women's activists, who steadfastly contend that no 
woman ever attacks, still less murders, her partner without prolonged and overwhelming provocation." (Thomas 
1993, page 126). 

A pro-male judicial system would make it a crime for a woman to wear revealing clothing and yet reject men who make 
passes at them. Western anti-male judicial systems subject men to the sexual harassment of women wearing revealing 
clothing - with the men subject to dismissal and/or prosecution if they are stimulated into making a pass! Women who 
wear revealing clothing are sending come-on signals and should either be required to accept all passes, or prohibited 
from complaining when men respond. No one is forcing them to wear revealing clothing, and such clothing, in the 
context of current western laws and regulations on rape and sexual harassment, amounts to severe oppression of men: 

It's criminal 

So what, precisely, is crime? One Criminology textbook gives the following answer: 

"Every society has a system of rules promulgated by the dominant or ruling groups for regulating the behavior of 
its members.... Where these are formal rules or regulations promulgated by those exercising political authority, 
and where violations are made punishable in the name of the state or government, violations are considered 
crimes." (Haskell and Yablonsky, 1974, Criminology: Crime and Criminality, Chicago: Rand McNally; page 3). 

If this is a correct definition of crime, then to determine which are the "dominant or ruling groups" and which groups 
are oppressed in a given society, all we need do is look at the crime statistics. One would expect the dominant/ruling 
groups would prohibit few of their own members' activities but many of the activities oppressed groups tend to engage 
in. This would result in a higher crime rate among the oppressed groups than among the ruling/dominant groups. 

Certainly, racial/ethnic groups which are often considered by the Politically Correct to be oppressed (African- 
Americans in the USA and Canada, Maoris in New Zealand, Aborigines in Australia, and so on) do have a higher crime 
rate than the majority racial group. It is beyond the scope of this chapter to discuss the reasons for this higher crime- 
rate. 2 Nor am I necessarily taking the stance here these racial groups are either oppressed or evil. My point is simply 
that the victim coalition, which has so effectively influenced the media, academics, voters and politicians, is based on a 
weak theoretical foundation where women are concerned. Since Feminists vigorously assert women are an oppressed 
minority (and, therefore, that men are not), the female crime rate should be much higher than the male crime rate. 

This, of course, is not the case. The much higher male crime rate seems to indicate that men, not women, are oppressed. 
Moreover, unlike women, men comprise a numerical minority. In the US, for example, female voters have even 
outnumbered male voters in general elections for several years. Until 1991, the Feminists did not make a big deal of 
that. When it came to electing Clinton, however, they pulled out the stops, talked about women's political clout at the 
polls, and got their man elected. In this context, it is implausible to lump women in with genuine ethnic and social 
minorities. If we make the contrary assumption that men are the oppressed sex, then the victim coalition would consist 
entirely of genuine minorities, at last! 

Despite the anti-male bias in Justice, however, all is not well in the Feminist camp: with greater frequency the courts are 
treating women to equal justice, and the Feminists don't like it: 

"What we have now is something that some of my colleagues have called 'equality with a vengeance.' There is a debate 
amongst some feminist scholars as to whether we should continue to push toward equalization because, particularly in 
the area of criminal justice, equalization has hurt women." (Barbara E. Bloom, assistant professor, San Jose Sate 
University, Women in Prison, magazine, September/October 1998) 

From Ms. magazine to Glamour magazine, Feminists are up in arms about how the rate at which women are being 



55 



incarcerated is growing faster than the rate for men. This is a common strategy, which they use whenever the absolute 
numbers of some victim-statistic are much higher for men than women. "Yes, but the increase in the rate of new cases is 
higher for women than men!" they cry. The Feminists in New Zealand have the Government spending money to prevent 
women from smoking because women are smoking in increasing numbers. The DUAM makes it impossible for any 
government to target men, as such, for help - help is either directed at both sexes, or just at women (or at a group of 
ethnic women, such as Maori women, in the case of smoking). The best that men can hope for is help that is targeted at 
male members of a minority ethnic group - such as research into prostate cancer among Polynesians. 

Nonetheless, it remains true most decision-makers in most societies are male. So how can the ruling/dominant group 
oppress itself? Tradition provides part of the answer. Rulers see themselves, to some extent correctly, as ruling on 
behalf of the whole population rather than purely for their own benefit. So they treat any group that does not have the 
vote, or seems powerless in some other respect, with some degree of paternalistic protectiveness. Hence, when society 
recognized men as the legal head of the family, they did not feel women were competing with them, so male legislators 
drafted and enforced laws that targeted male criminals and treated women with kid gloves. If Feminists were sincere 
about wanting equallity with men, they would campaign for the abolition of such laws - but they aren't, so they don't ! 

Pressure group politics 

Another reason, however, is that in democratic societies officials are very responsive to pressure-groups. Once a social 
group has achieved the breakthrough of getting society as a whole to agree that it is oppressed, it acquires enormous 
moral power over the ruling elite. Moral power is converted by the media into political power. A high percentage of 
media reports in the West concern the moral claims of some group or other. And, as J.W. Boyce notes, the media has an 
anti-male bias: 

This thesis has found a significant disparity between the coverage of male and female victims of violence and 
rates of male and female victimization.... this coverage contributes to causing disproportionate amounts of fear 
in women and men, ignores violence which might particularly affect men, and fails to recognize that men and 
women can both be victimizers and victims. In terms of public policy, this encourages a singular focus on 
women as victims in studies, media campaigns, and the funding of projects and shelters, among other things. 
The main consequence is that violence against men has been ignored, despite statistics showing that men are at 
least as likely as women to be victims of violence. (J.W. Boyce, Manufacturing Concern: Worthy and Unworthy 
Victims - Headline Coverage of Male and Female Victims of Violence in Canadian Daily Newspapers, 1989 to 
1992, pp 31-32) 

During the past two-to-three hundred years, many societies have evolved from the ancient paternalistic model to the 
democratic pressure-group model. Either way, it is important not to underestimate the "power behind the throne." 
Groups that do not actually grip the levers of power may nevertheless pull the strings tied to the hands gripping the 
levers. And women in positions of power are no more immune to this than men. 

As more women attain positions of influence, two things happen. First, they become subject to the same pressures their 
male peers feel, and so their actual decisions (in many cases) differ little from men's. This is the reason why Feminists 
claim women who do "make it" sell out to the male system. They haven't sold out, and there is no male system. Second, 
women compete with men. Hence, fewer men are either present in positions of power or willing to offer the 
paternalistic and chivalrous protection toward women they used to. (It may also lead to the gradual breakdown of 
traditional society, as the formerly cooperative and complementary roles of men and women wither and die.) 

The alternative thesis of the Feminists is that women are indeed oppressed, even though it is men who have the higher 
arrest rate. When you look at all the other social disadvantages men have, it seems unlikely the Feminists could define 
the "oppressed" in a way that would justify their claim. Thus far, they have gotten away with it only because men have 
been too fond of women to stand up to them. How could these lovely creatures possibly be the enemy, after all? If you 
dare to contradict a woman, surely you can't be a real man ?! It is difficult for any man to attack women, and the 
Feminists, now that they run the show, have made the most of this. If you criticise Feminists, they accuse you of being 
anti-woman and a misogynist. 

For example, a man who had been told that I was "anti-women" defended the notion of military conscription for men 
only on the grounds that it was the "male role" to defend the nation. He was, however, far too frightened of his 
Feminist wife to suggest that women should have any similarly restrictive role, like staying at home and looking after 
the children! This is the typical Male Feminist's anti-male double-standard, which dominates gender politics and the 
law. 

Either both men and women should have separate, restrictive roles, or neither should. Women and children would be 
better off if men stopped trying to be so chivalrous, and started acting in the interests of justice for all, rather than the 
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narrow interests of only one segment of society. 
Gender and Injustice 

The deceit underlying Feminist claims becomes even more obvious when we examine the statistics of judicial gender 
inequity. According to the U.S. Department of Justice Bureau of Justice Statistics (www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/crimoff.htm), 
as of July 11, 1999, the lifetime chances of a person going to prison are higher for: 

1. men (9%) than for women (1.1%) 

2. blacks (16.2%) and Hispanics (9.4%) than for whites (2.5%) 

It is noticeable that the above disparity between men and women is even greater than between blacks and whites. Why? 
If the higher incarceration rate for blacks indicates racial oppression, then what of the higher rate for men? 

As long ago as 1974, experts ascribed these differences largely to the differences between male and female roles in 
society. Haskell and Yablonsky (1974) have an illuminating section on sex differences in criminality. They stated that 
85 percent of those arrested in the USA in 1972 were male. Men outnumbered women in arrests for every offence 
except "prostitution and commercialized vice," and "runaways." The imprisonment-rate is even more heavily biased 
against men than the arrest-rate is: In 1968-1971 in the USA, only 3 percent of the prison population was female. 

According to Haskell and Yablonsky, men tend to have to carry out those tasks that are dangerous, or involve heavy 
physical work, or violence. Crimes often involve at least some of these factors. Men, too, have traditionally been the 
breadwinners, and this has made it more likely that they, rather than women, would get involved in criminal activity. In 
the early 1970's, however, the female arrest-rate for serious offences in the USA started rising sharply. The authors 
ascribe this to the homogenization of male and female roles in society brought about by Feminism. In particular, the 
increasing pressure on women to become breadwinners made it more likely that some women would enter into criminal 
activity. 

Nevertheless, the female arrest-rate has remained much lower than the male arrest-rate, and the authors attribute that 
fact to nine separate causes: 

1 .Female roles are more clearly defined. Daughters can commonly observe their mothers carrying out their traditional, 
womanly duties in the home. Sons can often observe their fathers only in their off-duty hours, so they don't get such 
a clear occupational role-model from their fathers as their sisters do from their mothers. 

2. Females are more closely supervised in two-parent home. Parents tend to restrict the movements of their daughters 

more than they restrict those of their sons. They also tend to vet their daughters' friends (especially boyfriends) 
more than they do their sons' associates. 

3. Females receive greater protection. Parents and other family members are more likely to assume financial and other 

responsibility for a female than a male in time of need or difficulty. There are also more social agencies of various 
kinds that cater to the needs of solitary females than solitary males. 

4. Unskilled females have more career -options. Unskilled men are more likely to be on the socio-economic scrap-heap 

than are unskilled women. Unskilled women can be socio- economically valued as housewives - no matter how 
good or bad they are at cooking, child-care etc.. In countries such as the USA, they are also much more likely to be 
able to land jobs in well-off households (as nannies, cooks, etc.) than men are. 

5. Male roles are more active: "(N)early fifteen times as many men as women are arrested for driving while intoxicated. 

In our culture when a man and a woman are together in an automobile, the man is expected to drive. If both are 
drunk, the man is more likely to be behind the wheel and is therefore more likely to be arrested for drunken driving. 
He is also the one more likely to be caught in possession of drugs, although both might be using them" (Haskell & 
Yablonsky 1974, 249). 

6. Men are likely to be chivalrous and sometimes "take the rap" for crimes women committed, or helped their man to 

commit. 

7. The public perceives men and women differently. A woman can get away with doing or saying something for which 

the police would arrest a man. Moreover, a woman can have a man arrested because he "makes her afraid" but if a 
man attempted to have a woman arrested for the same cause the police and the public would regard him as cowardly 
and unmanly, a wimp and a whiner, a loser undeserving of respect or love. 

8. The police react differently to men and women. A man walking the streets at night is a possible criminal. A woman 

doing the same thing, on the other hand, is a possible victim. Since there are few men's rights groups, you don't hear 
of anyone complaining how this is a sexist double standard. Contrast this with the parallel situation of the police 
reacting differently to different races. In such scenarios, pressure-groups are quick to issue accusations of racism. 

9. A large number of crimes committed by women goes undetected or unreported. The authors cite research which 

highlights the following types of crimes: 

• Thefts by women in department stores are seldom prosecuted - even when discovered. 
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• False accusations are rarely discovered, frequently believed, and sometimes lead to wrongful convictions of 
innocent parties. Worse still, even when disbelieved or discovered in the lie, as Ken Pangborn notes, they 
suffer no penalty: "False allegations of child abuse, domestic violence, marital rape and others have become 
staples within modern American divorces. In many of the cases the abuses are real. But in some of them 
they are not." (Ken Pangborn, Founder, The A Team, www.a-team.org/child.html ). The police excuse their 
inaction on the basis that they do not want to discourage complainants from coming forward. 

• Thefts by female servants. When discovered, these are usually punished by dismissal rather than by a 
complaint leading to police action. 

• Thefts by prostitutes of property belonging to clients. Men are usually too ashamed to report these 
offences to the police. 

• Blackmail. When women blackmail them, their male victims are usually too ashamed to go to the police. 

• Sexual molestation of young children by women is likely to go undetected. 

• Illegal abortion, where this applies to mothers. The authors cite the estimated figure of 200,000 per year in 
the USA prior to the liberalisation of the law. 

• Murder using poison, perpetrated by housewives on family members, or by nurses and cooks on clients. 
This is likely to be undetected and unpunished. 

• Infanticide. Women can kill children through malnutrition with little risk of detection. 

Discriminating justice 

Farrell (1993) very thoroughly documents the way the American justice system discriminates against men. For example, 
a man who commits murder in the USA is twenty times more likely than a woman to get the death penalty. A woman 
has to kill another woman or a child before she might run any real risk of getting the death penalty. Evidently, 
murdering a man is not serious enough to warrant execution. 

On January 30^ 2000, the New Zealand Labour Party Government's Minister of Justice announced that women would 
be made equally liable as men to criminal charges for indecent assault and other sexual crimes (the Dominion 
newspaper, 31 January 2000). That is the kind of "equality" that men would like to see ! I then wrote to the Minister of 
Women's Affairs, asking her why her Ministry, whose mission statement includes the goal of "Equity", hadn't suggested 
this change many years ago - but she didn't answer my question ! 

The justice system of every western country is biased against males. For example, the website 
http://www.justice.govt.nz/pubs/reports/1999/sentence_in_nz/index.html 

contains an official government statistical study which shows that being a male in itself increases the likelihood of 
receiving a severe sentence for a given crime. 

In New Zealand in 1991, 17 percent of non-traffic convictions involved women offenders, yet women comprise only 6 
percent of the prison population, indicating the courts sentence female offenders to imprisonment far less often, or for 
much shorter periods, than men. Were these variances applied to race, they would lead us to suspect that racism plays a 
role. 

As Dr. Greg Newbold, a sociologist, noted, "Violent women were far more likely to be treated leniently by the courts. 
They were seldom given custodial sentences, even for serious offending, and when they went to jail, they tended to get 
shorter sentences. And women's violence was grossly underreported. Women were just as likely - if not more likely — 
to assault their partners, but domestic violence by women was rarely reported." 3 

As an example he cited the case of Raewyn Bell, sentenced in the High Court at Wellington to a non-custodial sentence 
for sexually molesting a nine-year-old girl whom she was babysitting. Bell's lawyer said she was disturbed after 
repeated miscarriages and problems during menopause. The kind of cop-out, Dr. Newbold said, men can't use, "but 
women do and they are believed." 

The Feminist research industry has been hard at work finding excuses for female crime - miscarriages, menopause, Pre- 
Menstrual Tension, Battered Woman Syndrome ... the list will no doubt keep on growing. If there was a Masculist 
research industry, it could probably look at testosterone levels, chromosome disorders, and defective genes as excuses 
for male crimes. 

Divorce and Custody Law 

Family law has changed under Feminist influence. A woman can come into a marriage with nothing, and come out of it 
a few years later with half her husband's assets plus (in most cases) custody of the children! A real rip-off from a man's 
point of view, but a really great deal from a woman's. Plus she has social welfare payments to look forward to as a 
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safety-net. The husband has only child-support payments to look forward to whether he gets access to his children or 
not. Some fathers in New Zealand have been talking of withholding their child-support payments if they don't get 
adequate access to their children. 

The legal armoury of the divorcing wife is formidable. It is fashionable for her to make unproved allegations of child 
abuse or domestic violence against her husband, and these suffice for her to get custody of the children. As a sick 
bonus, notes fathers' rights advocate Frank Zepezauer, she can also put her husband in jail if she can make these 
allegations stick. 

Child abuse allegations are often believed on the basis of very flimsy evidence. The Plunket Society's baby book warns 
parents that children often lie - yet "expert" (i.e. Feminist) witnesses in child sex abuse trials often claim that children 
never lie! And it often seems the courts and welfare agencies are more willing to believe wild accusations of male 
malfeasance than that a woman committed child abuse or domestic violence. 

In New Zealand, Family Courts are closed to the public and to the media, so it is very hard to prove the existence of 
anti-male bias in the Family Court system. However, one day in 2001, Television New Zealand was given special 
permission to film and broadcast a day in the life of Judge Adams, who was presumably especially selected by the 
Establishment as a model judge. Here is the letter I wrote to the Principal Family Court Judge about that programme: 

"Re: Television programme shows Bias in Family Court 

I am writing in relation to the television programme The Family Court: Behind Closed Doors (TV1, 19 March 
2001). It had the appearance of a public relations exercise on behalf of the Family Court system - and I do not 
condemn it for that. It is good to get both sides of the story, and it is right and proper for the Establishment to 
hope and expect that Society will have trust in its institutions.. 

However, given that it propounded the Establishment view, the programme left no defence against any 
accusations of actual bias that it demonstrably revealed. In other words, one would not be able to say that the 
programme selectively included incidents which demonstrated bias, since it was clearly designed to demonstrate 
the Family Court's lack of bias (e.g.. against men and fathers). 

General points 

There seems to be a feeling in the judicial Establishment that people (fathers, in particular) do not understand the 
Family Court, and that once they can be made to understand it better, much of their hostility towards it will 
disappear. This is a misconception, and seems to be the reason why pains were taken to portray Judge Adams as 
a "pretty ordinary Kiwi". I personally do not want judges to be "ordinary", as theirs is not an ordinary job - and, 
fortunately, Judge Adams seemed to have more than ordinary intelligence. He also appeared to be well-meaning, 
and (whether by accident or design) he was shown to become emotionally involved in his cases - which is 
perhaps inevitable. Of course, where you have emotional involvement, you also inevitably have bias. 

The programme also showed him to be a particular type of "ordinary Kiwi" - very politically correct: 

• He claimed not to have anything against Gay custody of children per se; 

• He was shown ironing his own shirts (perhaps his female partner worked full-time, or maybe he just did 
it anyway ?); 

• He works in an area that was described as ethnically diverse, and, in one case, he scarcely seemed to 
need the pretext that a couple was living apart at the time of their child's birth as justification for giving 
priority to the mother's Muslim dietary practices over the father's mainstream Kiwi dietary practices. 

I am not arguing against his views or practices - just pointing out that he appears to be a particular kind of 
person, and that people who resemble him in these respects,or who have "bonus-points" in the form of exotic 
ethnicity or sexual orientation, might confidently expect to do better in his court than people who don't. In 
particular, men who have non-Feminist views on child-rearing, housework, working mothers, etc. — especially if 
these views were unsupported by any exotic cultural background — might expect to be treated less favourably, in 
his court. Judge Baragwanath, of the Law Commission, for example, is on record with derogatory remarks about 
men with "old-fashioned" views on such issues. 

The mere fact that cameras were in the court is likely to have had some effect on the actions of the participants - 
particularly on those of the Judge, who was, in a sense, on trial himself, on behalf of the system he works in. He 
must have had in mind who was watching him, and who would most likely be criticising him, and I suggest that 
he would have thought of: 

• Feminists 
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• Christians 

• Minority Religions 

• Men's and Fathers' Groups; 

• Gays; 

• Ethnic Minorities 

as people whose sensitivities had to be taken into account. 

Access 

The most general issue is that "old-fashioned", patriarchal, macho police, lawyers, psychologists, and judges 
converge with their Feminist and politically correct colleagues in their shared purblindness to the feelings of 
men. 

In one access case, the issue of the (mainly legal, I expect) costs incurred by the father in getting access to his 
child was seemingly ignored by Judge Adams - presumably because the Law does not provide a means of taking 
this into account. But, stunningly, Judge Adams seems to have also simply ignored the breaches of court orders 
that were committed by the mother, when the breaches were obviously detrimental to the best interests of the 
child (if access to both parents is deemed to be in the best interests of children), and should have counted against 
the mother's continued custody. All this time, it was obvious from his face that the father was suffering, and had 
been suffering, intense grief and pain - but this counts for nothing in the New Zealand "justice" system in 
general, and in Judge Adams' court in particular. I will return to this issue with regard to a domestic violence 
case. 

The Judge relies on Psychologists and Counsel for the Child to guide his decisions, but these people are not true 
experts, are not accountable, and are probably anti-male in the majority of cases. To avoid bias, the Counsel for 
the Child and the Psychologist should not be appointed by the Court alone, because courts are female-dominated. 
If I, for example, walk into the Lower Hutt District Court, I am confronted by a sea of women, and the hostility is 
almost palpable, at times, since I have a track-record on standing up to Feminist bullying. And we have 
Psychologists because we think we need them - not because they have been proved by any reasonable measure 
to actually know what they are doing. In addition, Psychology, as a field, is heavily influenced by anti-male 
Feminist propaganda. 

Similarly, the Counsel for the Child can only guess at what is in the best interests of the child - no one can 
possibly know enough about all the relevant factors in a particular case (let alone predict the future) in order to 
give a verdict as to which is the best arrangement for a child in such cases. For example, in one access case, the 
Counsel for the Child said that the father had to move closer to the mother if he wanted more access to his child. 
Why couldn't it be the mother who had to move closer to the father ? No reason was given. The Family Court 
(and especially the Counsel for the Child) are supposed to be primarily about the best interests of the child. This 
was one apparent example of the way that the "best interests of the child" is in fact just used as a Trojan horse for 
the best interests of the mother. Fathers groups say this all the time, and here we have a Family Court public 
relations programme which appears to show just that. 

After this case, Judge Adams was shown saying to the camera that one might see his decision as gender-biased 
against the father, but that he believed that he would be able to pick up any pattern of gender bias in his 
judgements, if it existed. This must surely be one of the most ludicrous statements in the history of law- 
enforcement ! Why does Judge Adams think that Appeals courts exist, if not to protect Society from Judges' 
very human inability to control or monitor their own biases and incompetencies ? Any decision made by Judge 
Adams that men's/fathers' groups might consider to be gender-biased would not be considered biased by Judge 
Adams, because he would consider that it was based on factors/excuses that the men's/fathers' groups did not take 
into account sufficiently. 

Custody 

There was one custody case shown, where the father was granted temporary custody, over the mother's 
objections. But this was only after the mother herself told the child to go and stay with the father because of a 
discipline problem. Then the mother had become worried that the child was staying there too long ! It seems 
that the mother had demonstrated that she could not discipline the child herself, and that this (together with the 
fact that the child had started school in his new location) is why the notion of giving even temporary custody to 
the father was even contemplated by Judge Adams. 
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Domestic Violence 

The most striking instance of anti-male bias was in the Domestic Violence case. The bias started in the 
introduction to the filmed segment, when Judge Adams explained how sickened he was by the Domestic 
Violence that he came across. Of course, for the words "Domestic Violence", read "Male Violence," since all the 
propaganda is about male violence. The academic research is unanimous that women commit just as much - in 
fact, recently it has been more - Domestic Violence as/than men do, except for studies where the survey 
questions are doctored to produce a different result (as was done in the New Zealand National Survey of Crime 
Victims 1996). 

See: http://www.landwave.com/family/ and http://www.csulb.edu/~mfiebert/assault.htm 

The Domestic Violence case was one where a Polynesian man was representing himself in court - presumably 
because he couldn't afford a lawyer. He was objecting to having to go on an "Anger Management" course — 
where anti-male Male Feminists would attempt to teach him that he was to blame for anything reprehensible that 
occurred between himself and any female in his vicinity. In the end, being an ordinary, individual, rather than a 
lawyer, he was not able to withstand the anti-male pressure that was applied to him by Judge Adams,, and was 
forced to agree to go on the course. 

After listening to the man's opening statement, Judge Adams summarised his affidavit as saying that the man had 
had to put up with a lot himself as well (from his ex-girlfriend). Then the Judge said, "I guess that implies that 
you got out of control." That is an example of gross anti-male bias on the part of Judge Adams. The point of the 
man's testimony was that his ex-girlfriend had been guilty of psychological and/or physical abuse, and therefore 
either they should both be punished or neither of them should be. For the Judge to simply refuse to consider the 
possibility that the woman also should be equally liable to be punished for her actions is gross sexist bias that 
should disqualify him from further work in the Judiciary. 

The Lesbians who call the shots on Domestic Violence propaganda on TV One and other anti-male propaganda- 
houses don't see men as people - just as the enemy. Enemies don't have feelings. A man is simply not a human 
being once the words "Domestic Violence" have been mentioned — just as an unborn child, visible from an 
ultrasound scan, is not a human being, once its mother has unilaterally decided to end its life. 

I myself have been assaulted, and threatened with assault by females in the workplace. These females have never 
suffered any negative consequences as a result of their behaviour, as far as I am aware. When I attempted to 
raise the issue of one of these women having been promoted, along with another provably anti-male woman, I 
received no reply from the Head of Human Resources, and when I placed the issue on the agenda of a union 
branch meeting, the Secretary shifted it down the order-paper to a spot below "General Business", in order to 
make sure that it was not discussed. 

I have seen a woman slap her boyfriend hard on the head in broad daylight in Central Wellington, and the two 
carry on as if nothing had happened - indeed, as far as the enforcement of the Law is concerned, nothing had 
happened. You can only commit punishable assault on an adult male if you are yourself male, or grievous bodily 
harm results. 

The girlfriend in the Family Court case in question had lain with a male friend, in the dark, on the bed of the 
daughter of her boyfriend, and claimed, when he discovered them, that they had been "just talking." Later, she 
taunted her boyfriend about it. That is clearly severe psychological abuse by her of her boyfriend, causing him 
intense suffering. 

The man also raised the possibility that she had done it on purpose, in order to provoke him into doing something 
that she could use to get sole custody of the child and restrict him to supervised access to his child. (She could 
have been advised to try this tactic by a Women's Refuge or Feminist lawyer - or just by her friendly 
neighbourhood Lesbian Feminist. ) 

At that point, Judge Adams said, "Can you explain to me how that is relevant to the issue that I have to look at 
today." That shows that Judge Adams has absolutely no conception of 

• psychological abuse, as per the Domestic Violence Act 1995, which Feminist propagandists such as 
Professor Lenore Walker routinely say is worse than physical abuse (but of course, they are talking only 
about women victims); 

• the equality of men and women under the law, as per the Bill of Rights Act. 

This is against the background that Judge Adams admitted that both parties may deserve blame - but he only 



61 



punished the man, by humiliating him in two ways: 

• forcing him to attend an Anger Management course; 

• forcing him to be supervised when having access to his child. 

Family Court judges routinely believe unsubstantiated allegations of child abuse or Domestic Violence levelled 
at men by women, but Judge Adams simply ignored this man's accusation of premeditated psychological abuse 
of the most sinister kind, and the psychological effect of this incident on the poor man. For Judge Adams, this 
man — indeed, any man - did not have feelings that could be hurt. 

Judge Adams is therefore incompetent. Since he was chosen to represent the entire Family Court system on 
television, we can safely assume that most of the other Family Court judges are even more anti-male — especially 
as many of them, such Judge Jill Moss, were chosen from the ranks of openly pro-women Family Court lawyers.. 
See: http://www.geocities.com/peterzohrab/fcrtbias.html" 

Meanwhile, Feminists are actively spreading their misandristic message into the Third World under the guise of 
liberating women from oppression. Consequently, Family Law is now oppressing men in more and more countries — 
forcing them to commit acts of desperation. Domestic violence can result from the prolonged verbal abuse and 
harassment committed by a woman, though the courts will recognize it as such only when committed by a man. Yet, by 
turning a blind eye to what we might call the "tormented husband syndrome," the courts sometimes invite explosive acts 
of desperation. 

For example, Wellington's Dominion newspaper of April 6th, 1999, reported that a man was suspected of placing 
explosives on the main Beijing-Guangzhou railway because his wife had divorced him. Like most separated fathers in 
western countries, he had lost custody of his child. We must recognize such a desperate act for what it is - a political 
crime, born of an unfair system. A collapse of humanity in the face of a one-sidedly anti-male judicial system. 

The Causes of Crime 

One of the striking features of the black ghettoes of America's cities is the high proportion of single mothers. This ties 
in with the fact that 41% of Maori children live in one-parent families. 4 It is a matter of widely recognized fact that 
single mothers have trouble controlling their teenage sons. And it is precisely these ghettoes that have the lowest 
educational levels, the most poverty, the most crime, the most drug abuse, the most alienation from the police and the 
Establishment as a whole — as well as the greatest propensity to produce riots. 

Feminism alone cannot be blamed for the decline of the two-parent family, but it certainly shares responsibility for it. 
And we have to decide what we want to do about it. If our goals as a society (wherever we may live) are materialistic, 
then bringing up children takes second place. In that context, it makes sense for women to consider not marrying, delay 
or avoid having children, and for both parents to work. 

However, if our over-riding intention is to bring up each succeeding generation in a stable and secure environment, then 
parents have to make sacrifices. Unless there are communal or extended-family child-care options, one parent (usually 
the mother) has to stay home. We have to restore the station of housewife to its previous high status, we need to 
socially stigmatize divorce, and the employed parent (usually the father) has to be legally liable for the upkeep of the 
non-employed partner and children. 

Feminism destroys families. Feminism invited an increase in separations and divorces. These, in turn, led to single - 
parent families. And every teacher knows it is the children of single parents who create most of the discipline problems 
in class. These children can't help it - they are upset and unsettled by their parents' split-up. Single mothers are also less 
capable of providing the discipline and role model growing boys need. 

As we all know, the past few decades have seen an increase in Feminist influence, with a concomittant increase in 
separations and divorce. There is also lots of research demonstrating the link between single-parent households and 
crime. In 1986, for example, former White House staffer Bruce Chapman published data showing only 47 percent of 
inmates in US correctional facilities had been raised in two-parent families. The figure for the population as a whole 
was 77 percent. 

Nor is the breakdown in marriage the only symptom of the disintegrating relationship between the sexes. In 1994, Jacky 
Renouf, New Zealand Marriage Guidance Council's chief executive, said divorces were only the tip of the iceberg. 
Breakdowns in de facto relationships occurred without being officially recorded. The two main causes of divorce, said 
Renouf (Christchurch Press, May 1 1, 1994), were a breakdown in communication and expectations that were either too 
high or unattainable. 
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Communications and expectations have always been a problem between the sexes. But why is divorce on the increase? 
Why are more couples experiencing a breakdown in communication than they did in the past? Where are their 
unrealistic expectations coming from? 

When western households included the extended family and marriages were arranged between families, marriage was 
not so much about the sexual and emotional fulfillment of the individual, but about community, continuity and 
cooperation. The extended family contributed to marriages that were stable and enduring. Now, the western nuclear 
family is cast out to survive on its own frequently meager resources, often with thought for little more than the pleasure 
of passion, and no responsibility. 

Available and safe contraception, together with labour-saving devices in the home, have made it possible for women to 
undertake paid employment during marriage. What most men regard as a deadly rat-race is now the fashionable life- 
style married women aim to enjoy. Feminism forced employers to accept women workers in growing numbers. And 
Feminism instructed women to feel guilty if they did not work outside the home after getting married: 

"In the last analysis, millions of able women in this free land chose, themselves, not to use the door education could 
have opened for them. The choice - and the responsibility - for the race back home was finally their own." (Betty 
Friedan, The Feminine Mystique). 

Feminism also instigated other changes. Many federal governments no longer tax families as units. This means a 
working couple with two low incomes may well pay less tax than a single-income family with the same total gross 
income. This discriminates against women who choose to stay at home and look after their children. Moreover, 
Feminists raised the issue of housework as a constant background irritation in marriages. If the wife didn't work, then it 
wouldn't be an issue. But Feminism taught women it is better to get a job outside the home than to do a good job of 
looking after children. 

In his latest book, Warren Farrell proves men do as much housework as women. (Farrell, Women Can't Hear What Men 
Don't Say, Tarcher/Putnam, 1999, www.warrenfarrell.com) "Puttering around the house" (including household repairs, 
etc.) is work, whether he enjoys it or not. If it contributes to the well-being of the household, it's housework. 

Likewise with roles. The best thing about the old-fashioned philosophy "a woman's place is in the home" was that 
husband and wife had distinct, well-defined, and complementary roles in the socio-economic system of the family. If 
both are working, then they are to some extent competitors. Of course, complementarity also results if the wife works 
and the husband is a househusband. Having a job of her own makes it more likely the wife will feel like leaving her 
husband. Every relationship goes through stresses and strains. And the social and legal climate help determine how 
much a couple will put up with before they separate or divorce. And what kind of legal tactics they may use against one 
another: 

"During my divorce, after the Parenting Evaluation came back strongly in my favor, my ex-wife accused me of 
molesting my 2-year-old son. The CPS investigator she spoke with wrote down 30 pages of allegations against 
me. After I passed a polygraph and the CPS investigation cleared me, we put my ex under deposition. Her claim 
was that the CPS investigator just 'misunderstood her' and that she had never accused me. Apparently, everyone 
else my ex-wife spoke to 'misunderstood' her too - the baby-sitter, the daycare provider, all her friends, her 
roommate, etc. Despite proof to the contrary, and despite overwhelming evidence that this was a classic false 
allegation, she was never punished, prosecuted or even reprimanded for filing the false report of sex abuse. 

As a fathers' rights advocate, I have seen literally hundreds of cases where false allegations have been used. In 
fact, I have seen many more provably false allegations than I have seen potentially true allegations. And I keep 
seeing them on a regular basis. A false allegation is like a 'free throw' for women - they can file this charge with 
absolutely no chance of any repercussion, and by doing so they often obtain custody of the child or children 
involved." (Lee Math, 27 October 1999) 

Kenneth Pangborn, , of the well-known A-Team, confirms this: 

"Women using false allegations of incest in divorce cases are nothing new. We can document cases going back to 
the time of World War 2. The cases, then, were rare but not unheard of. And the system dealt with them vastly 
differently than we do in today's climate of political correctness. 

In 1981 we (men's movement) began to notice that incest allegations were getting to become increasingly 
common. By 1982 we had traced a connection to various "women's shelters" and women's groups. We began to 
hear of underground publications that encouraged women to use this as a divorce tactic. We finally in late 1982 
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obtained several pages of a typed and Xeroxed booklet that was circulated. A second, more professionally printed 
booklet came from a female attorney in Phoenix, Arizona. Since that time there have been numerous cases 
documented of feminist lawyers being caught fabricating allegations for their clients. 

In the mid 1980's allegations of incest skyrocketed. Several sources placed the increase in reporting by 1989 
versus 1979 at over 2,000 percent jump. Strident women's activists claim this is explained by increased reporting. 
However when one examines fugues from the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect as was done by its 
former director (Dr. Douglas Bersherov) you see a corresponding increase in false reporting noted. 

In the late 1990's however the rate of incest allegations in divorce have begun to trail off, being replaced by false 
domestic violence allegations. Much safer since women don't have to depend on children to maintain a false 
story and a system that has become weary of the situation. Incest allegations as a divorce tactic has been played 
to near the end of the string in some parts of the country. Judges and juries have become wiser to false 
allegations. But the rate of fabricated allegations in divorce remains high in contrast to base periods over the 20th 
century. What is more, the phenomenon spread from the United States to much of Europe." (Kenneth Pangborn, 
www.a-team.org, 1999) 

Long time fathers' rights activist and writer Hugh Nations offered this comment about the influence of feminism on 
western legal systems: 

"One major casualty of feminist jurisprudence has been the concept of objective, identifiable standards by which 
conduct can be judged. Perhaps nowhere is this more visible than in cases of sexual harassment. Historically, 
Anglo-Saxon law has required that before conduct could be punished, the alleged offender had to know what 
conduct he must avoid. Not so in sexual harassment, however: If a "victim" thinks she has been harassed, her 
reaction can give rise to a cause of action. Following the same principle, a man should get a ticket home from the 
front lines if he thinks he is wounded. We all know, of course, what the likelihood of that is." 

As with sexual harassment, so with divorce - she thinks she's a victim, therefore she is a victim and he's the victimizer. 
And the courts seem to agree. 

Conclusion 

According to Thomas (1993), Radical Feminists have grossly distorted the facts regarding crime. They have wildly 
inflated male sex crime statistics and ignored the ways in which women hurt others. We must remedy this. Sexist, anti- 
male offences such as "Assault on a Female" must be removed from the statute-books in countries where they exist. We 
must thoroughly review judicial penalties and reform the system so that (after a transitional period of 20 years or so) the 
number of men and women in prison, and the amounts they pay in fines are equal. In short, women should no longer be 
able to do just anything and simply get away with it. 
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CHAPTER 9 

THE EQUALITY LIE 

Introduction 

One of the biggest lies of the Feminists is that they stand for equality. So successful have they been, and so widely 
accepted is this lie, that they are shocked whenever anybody defies the conventional wisdom to point out that their too- 
loud declaration is as naked of truth as the emperor who had no clothes. 

When Feminist radio interviewer Kim Hill asked me to define Feminism, for instance, she was surprised when I stated 
that equality is not one of their central concerns: they take individual issues and define what they mean by "equality" 
with respect to those issues in isolation from everything else. 1 

For example, as we have seen, Feminists demand the same amount of prize-money for women tennis players as men 
get, all the while ignoring how women already make more per game than men. Or, for that matter, how tennis should be 
integrated the same way other fields are. Let's put an end to this "separate but equal except when it suits us" 
nonsense. Another example is how women got the privilege of voting without the obligation of conscription into the 
armed forces. Or how Feminists got the abortion laws liberalised, but only for mothers. Fathers have no choice, just the 
obligation to pay child-support for non-aborted children ! 

So what Feminists are really working toward is selective gender equality - they select the issues, define what "equality" 
means then dictate the agenda. What this proves is that "equality" is little more than a buzzword for them: a banner 
under which they rally the troops and baffle their quarry. Were they genuinely concerned about it, they would invite 
Masculist groups to join them in a coalition to choose the issues, determine the standards and work together to establish 
real gender equality. 

The equality lie 

Feminist play fast and loose with words like "equity" and "equality," but seldom with precise meaning. What they really 
think about the relative worth of men and women only becomes clear when you catch them off-guard - when they think 
they are talking about something else. 

Fran Wilde, a former Mayor of Wellington, New Zealand, is a Feminist. In her mayoral election campaign she even 
went so far as to hold a public meeting on what it would mean to turn Wellington into a Feminist city. According to a 
report in the Dominion newspaper, at the Anzac Day Service of Commemoration (a public holiday intended to honour 
New Zealand's war dead) held at the Wellington Cenotaph, she said: 

"Remembering men who died in war was important but it was equally (my emphasis) important to recognise the 
often-overlooked sacrifices and experiences of women." 

Her use of the word "equally" is astonishing, because about 1000 New Zealand men were killed in the Second World 
War, about 3000 were wounded, and about 2,000 were taken prisoner. We can add to this number the thousands of men 
who were killed, wounded or captured in the Boer War, the First World War, the Korean War, the Vietnam War, and 
various United Nations peacekeeping operations. To Fran Wilde, what these thousands of men went through was 
"equally" balanced by a group of fifty nurses who went to serve in the Middle East in the First World War — plus one 
woman who set up canteens and clubs for troops and worked to prevent venereal disease amongst the troops. The total 
number of these 5 1 New Zealand women who were captured, wounded or killed is precisely zero. In addition, most of 
the men involved were conscripted against their will by governments that had been elected by a female-majority 
electorate ! 

Admirable though the women's work was, most of us would agree zero women dead is a smaller number than several 
thousand men dead. Evidently, however, Feminist maths disagrees. In their ideology, the work of 5 1 women is worth as 
much as work and deaths of thousands of men. And there you have the Feminist view of sexual "equality" in a 
mathematical formula: 

The deaths of thousands of men equal a mere lifestyle inconvenience to 51 women. 

Any Masculist who is aware of Feminist oppression of men will no doubt see this as a gross underestimate of Feminist 
disregard for the rights, interests and sacrifices of men - but at least it gives us some idea of the scale of the problem! 

One long-term result of Fran Wilde's meeting on making Wellington a Feminist city, by the way, seems to have been 
the subsequent implementation of penis-envy as civic policy: male-only and female-only toilets were abolished, in 
favour of unisex ones. The Feminists behind this move appear to hate urinals, because women have no use for them, 
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and because they are a solid reminder of men's and women's undeniable anatomical difference, which flies in the face of 
the Lesbian Feminist drive to make everyone as unisex and androgynous as possible. Feminists in Sweden have been 
mounting an explicit campaign against urinals, whereas in Wellington one can only speculate as to the underlying 
agenda behind an otherwise inexplicable change. 

Liberal Masculism 

There is a huge Feminist research and propaganda industry in western countries and the United Nations (e.g., Women's 
Studies departments, Ministries of Women's Affairs, the American Association of University Women, the National 
Organization for Women, Ms. magazine, etc.), which, under the deceptively appealing cloak of "equality" has flooded 
the political landscape with issues they have unilaterally selected, defined and "solved." Because they allow men's 
pressure groups no input into this political process, men's rights are eroding. For example: 

1. men's rights in the family (divorce, separation, custody, access, matrimonial property, paternity, etc.); 

2. men's rights in the workplace (sexual harassment, equal employment opportunities, affirmative action, etc.); 

3. men's right to life and health (longevity, spending on men's health, circumcision, conscription, etc.); 

4. men's legal rights (the invention of still more male-only crimes and still more female-only excuses - "syndromes" - 

for crimes, the decriminalisation of any predominantly female crimes, and increases in the present penalties for 
male-only crimes). 

The sky is the limit, as far as Feminist-inspired change is concerned. The only real limit is the inventiveness of 
Feminist researchers. It could get even worse, which is why I am happy when we manage to slow down or stop the 
Feminist juggernaut - never mind turning it around ! 

On the health front, New Zealand government funding is provided for cervical cancer screening and breast cancer 
screening, but not for prostate cancer screening (or testicular cancer screening, for that matter). The excuse given for 
this apparent discrimination is that prostate cancer screening is less reliable, but scandals about errors in cervical cancer 
and breast cancer screening keep cropping up, so it's obvious that those procedures are not reliable, either. Waiting -lists 
for surgery for male diseases are probably allowed to grow longer than those for female diseases. For example, General 
Practitioner Russell Pridgeon was quoted in the Dominion newspaper of 20 April 2001 as saying that: 

"...18-month waiting lists for men needing prostate surgery at Invercargill's Southland Hospital in 1991 would 
never have been allowed to occur if the patients had been women." 

Some writers, such as Christina Hoff Sommers (1994: Who Stole Feminism?, Simon and Schuster), make a distinction 
between Feminists who are concerned with equality/equity and those who aren't, but I think this is an artificial 
distinction. In terms of their political tactics in democratic societies, Feminists of whatever kind find it useful to invoke 
the words "equality" and "equity." No Feminist, in practice, is actually aiming to producing overall sexual equality. 

By this I mean that no Feminist has ever proposed convening a conference of men's activists and women's activists for 
the stated purpose of hearing all points of view and arriving at a solution which would provide equality across the board 
from everyone's point of view. For example, at a New Zealand law conference Canadian law professor Sheilah Martin 
proposed there should be a treaty between men and women. Via email I suggested to her that Men's Rights groups 
should be represented at any such conference. She sidestepped the issue, saying what she had in mind were treaties like 
countries such as Canada and New Zealand have with their pre-European minorities, with women playing the role of 
minority class. 

Such treaties typically involve the government (which the minority help elect) on one side and the designated minority 
on the other. In Martin's proposal, this would take the form of a treaty between the government (elected mostly by the 
female majority) on the one side and Feminist groups on the other, with no representation for men's or fathers' groups. 
In other words, the constitutional equivalent of a kangaroo court, as are most bodies that are set up at the instigation of 
Feminists. 

A fair amount of confusion surrounds the words "equality" and "equity" in the political arena. The word "equity" means 
something like "fairness," and everyone is or says they are in favour of fairness. The problem, in political theory, is 
choosing the standard by which we decide what is fair or equitable. That is where the word "equality" comes in. The 
idea in western political thought is that the ultimate and possibly only way to be sure of producing an equitable state of 
affairs is to produce an equal state of affairs between all parties involved. Gail Tulloch (1989: Mill and Sexual Equality, 
Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf) draws attention to the difficulty of being clear about what we mean by 
"equality": 
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"Equality itself ... is an incomplete predicate. ...equality is a relational concept and must be based on a common 
attribute. A plank may be larger than a piece of cake. A dog and a cat are different, but not thereby unequal. It is 
hard even to pose the question whether a cat and a rose bush are equal. The only kind of sense that could be 
given to such a speculation is to imagine a situation where my cat is persistently using my prize rose bush as a 
scratching-post and progressively ring-barking it in the process. But here I am not really asking whether the two 
are equal, and trying to decide the issue that way; rather, I am sorting out my priorities, in terms of the relative 
importance to me of the two items, on a scale of belovedeness - perhaps to decide which stays and which goes." 
(op.cit.,181). 

"A plank may be larger than a piece of cake" she writes, but (she implies) we never ask if a plank and a piece of cake 
are equal. Why? Tulloch implies the reason is they don't share any common attribute. Equality is a relationship between 
two or more entities, and there is no relevant attribute or parameter (Tulloch believes) in respect to whether a plank and 
a piece of cake enter into any sort of relationship. But is this actually true? No. In terms of price (relative value), for 
example, we can sensibly ask whether the price of a plank is equal to, greater than, or less than the price of a piece of 
cake. Economics is a great leveler. Likewise for the parameters of length, height, weight, volume, mass, density, sugar- 
content, combustibility, buoyancy, rigidity, conductivity, and so on. We can quite sensibly ask if a plank and a piece of 
cake are equal with respect to these criteria. 

However, we still have to explain why Tulloch chose a plank and a piece of cake, no matter how incorrectly, as an 
example of non-comparable items. The likelihood is Tulloch - like most people, no doubt - sees the functions of a piece 
of cake and a plank in human society as so distinct that the idea they have any common attributes did not occur to her. 
The political point is, the issue of equality is relevant only when the functions of what we are comparing are similar. If 
we want to compare men and women, as Feminists always do, then the first thing we have to ask is whether the 
functions of men and women are sufficiently similar. I am not suggesting it would be impossible to compare them if 
their functions were too dissimilar. But, as with the plank and the piece of cake, it would not be particularly relevant to 
compare them if their functions were too dissimilar. 

This is the core of the paradigm shift Feminism has meant to human history: the pre-Feminist or non-Feminist position 
was that, on the whole, the functions of men and women are and should be distinct, hence the question of equality is 
irrelevant. The Feminist position, of course, has always been that the functions of men and women should be more or 
less identical and they should be treated equally while carrying out these identical functions. 

This explains the paradox of the wartime strength of the Feminist movement. The fact that society called upon women 
to assume the occupational roles vacated by male military conscripts or volunteers makes the functions of men and 
women in society seem (however temporarily) much more similar, hence the notion of equality becomes more 
apparently relevant. This despite the fact that virtually only men were having to sacrifice their lives in the front-line ! 

So the core question is whether the functions of women and men in society can ever be identical, such that true equality 
between men and women can be established. Some Feminists are striving toward this goal by trying to produce unisex, 
or multi-gendered societies. Liberal Masculism would be in general agreement with the motives underlying this agenda 
if (and this is a big "if) men were given equal input into the processes of sexual politics. Otherwise, men and women 
will end up with identical roles — except that men's roles would retain those burdens which women don't want. 

Conservative Masculism 

While Conservative Masculists do not flatly reject the idea of equality, they give higher priority to equity, because the 
relationship between the sexes is significantly different from the relationship between the various social and racial 
groups that the model of "equality" was first applied to: 

"(C)ourts cannot treat women in the same way that they do racial minorities. ... government may not provide 
different treatment or facilities to the races.... No such rule can be framed with respect to men and women, 
because our society feels very strongly that relevant differences exist and should be respected by government. 
To take the most obvious examples, no city could constitutionally provide separate toilet facilities for whites and 
blacks but certainly may do so for men and women. Similarly, the armed forces could not exempt one racial 
group from combat duty but surely may keep women from combat." (Bork 1990,329) 

Men and women, after all, enter into the one and only primary relationship that is essential to the preservation of our 
species. It is a mutually dependent relationship. In addition, there are physical differences between men and women 
which make their sexual roles different, and which impact laws on such issues as rape (see the chapter on rape). 

One of the chief goals of any society is to assure its own survival through successful procreation and upbringing of 
offspring. This is usually achieved through cooperation and interdependence of the sexes. Medical technology will 
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eventually offer other significant options, but it is perhaps too soon to speculate on the exact ramifications of such 
changes. 

Technological options notwithstanding, this interdependence complicates the Feminist attempt to apply their 
"equality" model to male-female relationships. Simply put, if distinct groups must cooperate and by nature have 
complementary (rather than identical) roles, is equality necessarily meaningful — let alone appropriate or 
desirable? If not, should we work out some criterion of equity based on something other than equality - such as 
"equivalent rights and responsibilities"? (Van Mechelen, 1993, www.backlash.com/book/light.html ) 

Sexual dimorphism 

Feminists often pressure women by telling them they ought to want to supersede traditional female roles. This 
consciousness-raising takes place at/in Feminist meetings and women's studies courses, movies and television shows, 
and magazine and newspaper editorials. They encourage women to enter traditionally male-only occupations, even 
when these occupations are manual and low pay and status. 

Many men, of course, agree that the work formerly reserved for men is somehow more important than women's. Indeed, 
many men are taught (brainwashed?) to believe this from the cradle, because many aspects of the male role involve 
certain sacrifices and disadvantages (e.g., lower life expectancy, risk-taking, machismo, chivalry, military conscription) 
that men might not be willing to accept were there no compensations in the form of (apparently) higher status. 

Traditionally, women had a quieter sense of their own superiority to men which enabled them to face the different 
sacrifices and disadvantages their traditional role demands. Feminists, however, seem to believe women's traditional 
role is inferior, and this role-confusion (penis envy?) is the true cause and origin of Feminism. Many of their foremost 
writers, beginning with Mary Wollstonecraft, have been practising lesbians or bisexuals, so this may explain the role- 
confusion. (Camille Paglia, a prominent bisexual anti-Feminist may be the exception that proves the rule. She may call 
herself a "Feminist", but that is almost compulsory for American women nowadays, and doesn't actually mean 
anything.) 

This does not prove Feminists were necessarily wrong; since objective factors, such as improved contraception and 
labour-saving devices in the home, have meant that it now makes sense for women to assume parts of the traditional 
male role. But how far should this blurring of the boundaries between gender roles go? Sexual dimorphism may provide 
the answer. 

Sexual dimorphism (males having different physical characteristics from females) is common among living organisms 
that reproduce sexually. Sometimes dimorphism is supplemented or replaced by non-visual cues, such as smell, etc., or 
by gender-specific behaviours. Obviously, it would be very inefficient, from the point of view of the survival of a given 
species, if members of a species found it difficult to distinguish the males from the females. 

Among humans, gender roles help distinguish men from women. I do not mean to suggest we would become extinct if 
male and female roles became identical, as long as other cues, such as clothing, cosmetics, hair-styles, voice-pitch, etc., 
remained. Ironically, some people are so worried by over-population they might advocate discarding all gender 
distinctions as a means for limiting human reproduction. Feminists, however, seem to think it sufficient to state that 
male and female roles could be made identical. They then write/talk as if the fact that they could be made identical 
proves we should make them identical. Again, their hidden assumption seems to be that men's and women's roles could 
not be equal unless they were identical. For Alexander, the key issue is freedom of choice: 

"(W)omen's place in life has in the past limited their opportunities for achievement, both intellectually and 
creatively. Responsibility for childbearing and household management left little time for most women to fulfill 
their intellectual and creative urges. And if civilization has been poorer because of this, it has also been poorer 
because men, too, have been forced to play a stereotyped role that leaves part of their humanity undeveloped." 
(Alexander: A Woman's Place?, Hove:Wayland, 1983, p. 17) 

As usual, there are many hidden assumptions in this typical piece of Feminist complaining. What proportion of the 
female population normally experiences strong "intellectual and creative urges"? I would think this an issue only for a 
small but articulate proportion of the middle class. 

Moreover, do the types of responsibilities men traditionally shoulder give them more time than women to fulfill any 
intellectual or creative urges? In truth, many women, including Feminist writers, have the time to fulfill their dreams 
precisely because they have relatively undemanding, sometimes even parasitic housewife-roles which, thanks to labour- 
saving devices, the Pill and working husbands, leave them plenty of time for activities which their exploited husbands, 
caught in the rat-race, cannot afford to indulge in. If these women had demanding full-time jobs, how much time would 
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they have to write books about how sorry they feel for themselves? 

Feminist laments, such as Betty Friedan's "The Feminine Mystique", which complains about the problems of being a 
suburban housewife, are comparable to the whining of a spoiled child. Particularly when compared to what men have 
endured in two World Wars and other regional and civil wars. Feminism epitomizes the generalisation that people who 
rise up in revolt are often already very privileged! Female TV news anchors, for example, frequently gloss over fatal 
male casualties in theatres of war to concentrate on what to them are the much more horrific cases of non-fatal rape that 
occur in such environments. When conflict is reported in news broadcasts, there is usually some reference to how many 
women and children were among the casualties. Why should women be singled out - are their lives worth more than 
those of men ? 

Women in the West complain about how "oppressed" they are, blithely dismiss any problems men may encounter, and 
expect us to care? Why should we? How has civilisation suffered from the fact that many women have been cooking, 
cleaning, and caring for children when they might have been in coal-mines getting dirty faces with the men ? Feminists 
have no compelling answers. Does civilization benefit more from coal-mining than from child-rearing? Do Feminists 
really care? Is their agenda really about what's ultimately better for society, or is there something else? 

Usually the Feminists' focus is on making women independent of men through jobs and child care. Why would they 
want to make women independent of men? The typical response of extreme Feminists is that men rape and abuse their 
wives and girlfriends. But this is not supported by the facts, as I explain in other chapters. So what is the real reason? 
Feminist ideologues have not liked men at the personal, or sexual level, and all their hate-propaganda is merely a 
projection of their psycho-sexual orientation. 

Feminist misandry aside, if more men were doing the domestic chores and raising children, wouldn't civilization be 
"poorer" for being deprived of men's creative and intellectual talents? And if this allowed these men to "develop part of 
their humanity" that would otherwise be undeveloped, wouldn't this also mean the women who replace them in the 
workforce would then be deprived of this valuable part of their humanity? Any man who is persuaded by such Feminist 
arguments would have to be extremely gullible, henpecked or sexually needy. Unfortunately, many men are all three. 

Women tend to try to "marry up" (in socio-economic terms). But because so many women now have good jobs, they are 
finding it harder to find a man to marry up to. That is, the demand for relatively high-status, high-income men is 
outstripping supply. When the demand for a thing goes up relative to supply, the price per unit of that thing follows. In 
the context of sex, this means women try harder to make themselves ever more sexually appealing to get the attention of 
the men they deem desirable. As sexual competition between women for this scarce resource escalates, the emotional 
and physical consequences to women can be considerable, making Naomi Wolf's dire warnings in The Beauty Myth 
pale by comparison. 

There are definite differences between men and women, as Tiger (1970) point out, which will probably never disappear 
naturally. Sex hormones, for example, such as testosterone, which causes assertiveness, a heightened sex-drive and 
aggression in both primates and humans. Even before puberty, boys have more testosterone then girls - but after 
puberty the difference in testosterone levels between the sexes is dramatic. 

Then there are the different average rates of maturation between girls and boys - in both humans and primates. Indeed, 
some male primates take twice as long to reach maturity as do females of the same species. These differences in human 
maturity are measurable, and they are constant across human cultures. It is not necessarily a bad thing to mature slowly, 
since immature creatures learn faster than mature ones. So men may actually learn more than women, because they 
mature later. And this may tie in with the greater size of men's brains, compared to women's brains. This sex-linked 
difference is not caused by men's greater over -all size, since big men don't have bigger brains than small men, and big 
women don't have bigger brains than small women. It would be impossible to get research funds to investigate this 
question in a Western university, I suspect, since the Feminists would be afraid that the conclusions would not be to 
their liking ! 

Additionally, there is objective evidence that women smile more than men. Sex differences of this kind appear even in 
infants as young as two days old. Some scholars take smiling to be a sign of submissiveness. They therefore conclude 
that women are genetically programmed to defer to men. Whether or not this is true, it does not make the female role 
inferior: if avoidance of confrontation is one reason women live longer than men, then perhaps we should consider it a 
superior strategy. 

Finally, there is menstruation, which Feminists try to gloss over as much as possible. Reporting on the research of 
Katherina Dalton, Tiger (1970, p. 212) writes: 
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"(R)oughly 40 per cent of women suffer from a variety of distressing symptoms during the final week or so of 
the menstrual cycle (other researchers see a higher figure).... 46 per cent of the female admissions (to mental 
hospital) occurred during the seven or eight days preceding and during menstruation; at this time, too, 53 per 
cent of attempted suicides by females occurred.... 45 per cent of industrial employees who reported sick did so 
during this period; 49 per cent of crimes committed by women prisoners happened at this time and so did 45 per 
cent of the punishments meted out to schoolgirls.... who were prefects and monitors doled out significantly 
greater numbers of punishments to others during the menstrual period, and she raises the question of whether or 
not this is also true of women magistrates, teachers and other figures in authority." 

Clearly, men and women are not identical. Therefore we can not measure in any straightforward way whether or not 
they are "equal" to each other at any given time and place. As a society we must determine the appropriate 
equivalencies between men and women in those areas where we differ most fundamentally. That is, we must strive for 
equity rather than equality. 

A certain degree of complementarity of roles between the sexes must inevitably be accepted. It is contrary to natural 
justice for us to judge women and men by separate yardsticks only when it prevents women from being shut out of 
certain occupations (e.g., the police and professional sports). Therefore, we must either use separate yardsticks that 
benefit men as well, or abolish all such yardsticks. 

Conclusion 

We have now put to rest the lie that Feminism is about sexual/gender equality. The Men's Movement requires that we 
bring this into the open. Sweeping it under the carpet allows the Feminists, who largely control the Sex War agenda, to 
switch between various implicit notions of equality according to what best suits their political purpose at any given 
time. And this is often to the detriment of men, children and society. 

We need to negotiate a Sexual Contract between Masculists and Feminists which will include a notion of 
equity/equality that we all agree on. This might or might not be based on actual "equality" between men and women, 
though the factors listed above make that unlikely. In the absence of actual equality and identity between the roles of 
men and women, there would have to be trade-offs between the relative advantages of the male and female roles, as 
there were in the Western past, and as still exist in many parts of the world. This trade-off would outline a path for the 
future development of western societies. At this point, you may be asking yourself: 

1. Which path? 



I do not attempt to answer these questions, here. There is a range of possible answers which others have already 
proposed. I may write about my own suggestions in a future book, but for the time being I suggest we leave the matter 
for negotiation between men's and fathers' groups on the one side, and women's groups on the other. 

In this connection, it is heartening to see that in March 2001 Austria, in a World First, has created a department for 
Men's Issues, in the Section on Youth, Men, and Special Family Issues of the Ministry for Social Security and 
Generations. 



2. 
3. 
4. 



Why? 



Where would it lead us? 

Why would that be a good destination? 



Copyrighted 
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CHAPTER 10 

THE RAPE IS VIOLENCE LIE 
Whatever you say, dear 

A surprising thing happened to me while working on this book: While I was attending a course for teachers, several 
Feminists handed me the best disproof of their position on rape I could ever hope to find! 1 In fact, this group (mainly 
women) is so determinedly Feminist (and left-wing, generally) that I almost had to pinch myself. Here's what 
happened. 

One topic covered during the one-day course was Brain Sex, based on the book of the same name. 2 After talking about a 
few of the differences between male and female psychology mentioned in that book, the Facilitator, addressing the 
women in the audience, said something like: "You know what it's like when you tell your husband not to buy you a 
present for your birthday - and he doesn't?" 

There was a chorus of patronising agreement from the mainly-female audience. Men are just supposed to know they 
really do need to buy a gift. So I jumped at the opportunity to say, "That's just like rape. The woman says 'No,' and the 
man's wrong whatever happens." 

There was a surprised, but almost unanimous retort of "No!" from this same audience. (I might have added a man could 
end up in jail for making one choice in such situations, or lose his marriage if he makes the other choice.) 

So, whether a woman says no and means yes in one situation, but says no and means no in another, men are just 
supposed to magically, telepathically intuit the correct meaning and act accordingly? Only those who benefit from the 
grant of such whimsy could say this makes sense. 

This incident illustrates a number of points: One is that the Feminist insistence a woman always means "No" when 
she says "No" is a lie, as Camille Paglia, though she calls herself a Feminist, has noted. And many men have gone to 
jail because that lie has become official doctrine in some courtrooms. 

Another point is that allowing only Feminists to have serious input into Sex/Gender policies has created a society in 
which women can have their cake and eat it too, while men are put into a no-win situation. In other words, western men 
are increasingly having to choose between avoiding relationships or risking an arrest for rape. A male no-win situation 
also exists in the area of domestic violence and the divorce courts. Such no-win situations are the inevitable result of 
institutionalising female pressure-groups, while ignoring and discouraging male pressure-groups, which is what western 
establishments are doing. 

The final point this anecdote illustrates is how the Politically Correct are perfectly prepared to deny obvious truths and 
force their faith on others by sheer weight of numbers. This is shown by the chorus of "No's" my comment elicited. To 
be fair, by the next day it seemed my point had sunk in to some extent, so their retort was probably the knee-jerk 
reaction of people who recognise theological heresy when they hear it. But I should add that I had been preparing the 
ground for many years, with the gradual introduction of anti-Feminist heresies. But for that background, their prejudice 
would have remained undiminished and my career would have suffered severe consequences, I expect. 

There are basically two ways of looking at rape: 

1. Find more ways of saying how evil men are, possibly as a reaction to suppressed guilt over abortion (the extreme 

Feminist approach); 

2. Understand it and take informed action to prevent or mitigate its consequences 

I take the second approach, and this chapter will focus on male-female rape because it is the most known form. 
However, other forms, such as female-on-female rape, do occur, as reported in the article, "I was raped by another 
woman" (Cleo magazine, New Zealand, August 1999). 

The Anatomical Context of Rape 

If you think men are bad and women are good, and women are always victims when heterosexual sexual activity takes 
place, and rape is always the man's fault, then you should read no further. This chapter is not for you. As we will see in 
the chapter on equality, men and women are not in a symmetrical relationship and nowhere is this more clearly 
demonstrated than in the area of courtship and sex. 

We can start with the reciprocally non-symmetrical genital anatomy of men and women. Men and women do not have 
genital anatomy that is reciprocally symmetrical or identical. Instead, they have complementary anatomies. As we all 
know, men have a penis while women have a vagina. The penis fits reasonably well into the vagina and this often gives 
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both parties pleasure and can result in the birth of offspring - which is frequently a desired consequence of this fitting 
procedure. 

Now, I am neither an engineer nor an expert on the Karma Sutra, but the angle of pressure has to be right or the woman 
might damage her man's penis. So it is best for the man to determine the angle because only he can instantly tell what is 
and is not the best approach to preserving his penis. This is easiest for him to do when he is on top. 

I am not being categorical or absolute here, of course. Positions other than the Missionary Position are viable, just not as 
viable. Nor are they as common or as frequently employed as the Missionary Position. 

The crucial elements I want to draw out of the above description are that: 

1 . the sexual act is a joint endeavour; 

2. pressure/force, in most cases, needs to be applied by the man; 

3. resistance, in most cases, needs to be applied by the woman. 

So we can already see how rape can be a matter of degree. Indeed, far from disagreeing with Feminazis who scream 
"All Men Are Rapists," I almost agree with them. Men who engage in heterosexual sex are almost compelled to use 
force against a resisting woman, and that probably comes under many definitions of rape. A man has a penis that must 
become erect for sex to take place; commonly, the penis must be forced, yes forced into an often small opening for 
intercourse to occur. These facts mean the psychology of an aroused man must typically be very different from the 
psychology of an aroused woman. An aroused man has a task to perform with a tool that is ready to be performed with. 
That task is most commonly penetration. 

Feminists who scream that rape is not a sexual act but an act of violence are lying, in order to make it more likely that 
penalties for rape will be increased, and to make the charge of rape harder for a man to defend against in court.. The 
article "The Causes of Criminal Behaviour - why do they do it?" reports that rapists reported urges for sex with an 
adult woman as a major cause of offending. 3 Any studies that found rape to be the result of anger or a lust for power, 
need to be reevaluated by researchers who don't have a Feminist axe to grind. Feminists have a strong ideological 
motive to prove rape is an act of violence, and any "research" carried out by them in this area is bound to have an 
agenda behind it. 

This agenda has gone so far in New Zealand (for example) that the maximum penalty for rape is greater than the 
maximum penalty for murder! There is a sentence called "preventive detention" - i.e., an indefinite term of 
incarceration - which is imposed for sex crimes but not for murder, on its own. Here, as in the case of abortion, we find 
Society values the rights and convenience of women more highly than the life of unborn children or the rights of men. 

In fact, arguing about whether rape involves sex or violence is missing the point, to some extent. We have words like 
"sex," "violence," "pleasure" and "pain" which allow us to divide the world into arbitrary concepts. Reality itself is 
amorphous. There is little real difference between a sexual act and an act of violence. It would be a huge coincidence if 
the above words (in English) could each be demonstrated to correspond to totally separate and distinct 
biochemical reactions. I am not a Biochemist, however, so the most that I can do is wait to see research findings on 
this isue and examine them carefully. 

The standard sexual act in the Missionary Position is, to some extent, an act of violence, as I have explained above. 
Moreover, there is no definite dividing-line between pleasure and pain. These are sensory experiences, and some are 
clearly pleasurable while others are clearly painful - with a grey area in between. So certain acts can be both sexual and 
violent at the same time and the person experiencing those acts can experience both pleasure and pain. 

Quite a few experiences - especially during sex-play - are a bit painful and more than a bit pleasurable. Quite a lot of 
biting and scratching and digging-in of nails goes on, in some sex-acts. Since the "victims" of this sort of violence are 
usually males, the Feminists have not seen fit to make an issue of it. Bondage and sado-masochism are merely at one 
end of a spectrum of sexual behaviours and they are not that different from normal sex. Snuff movies - appalling 
though they are - are just the extreme end of a sex/violence continuum. 

The Social Context of Rape 

The different sexual behaviours of men and women are to some extent isomorphic with their different anatomies. In 
other words, men have the main tool/weapon of the sex act, and they are also the main initiators of courtship. Women 
have the receptacle for the sex act, and also tend to be the recipients rather than the initiators of courtship. It is 
biologically efficient for women to behave generally as passively during courtship as they do during sex itself. 
Similarly, it is biologically efficient for men to behave generally as aggressively during courtship as they do during the 
sex act. 
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This is because both women and men can apply the same sort of mind-set (her: "Let him make the moves"; him: "It's 
up to me to take the plunge") in both situations. It would be a bit schizophrenic if women made all the moves during 
courtship then suddenly lapsed into passivity during the sex act itself. In terms of hormones and personality structures, I 
doubt living beings could evolve in that contradictory sort of way. 

Since all men are faced with the necessity of coping with frequent rejection or apparent indifference (and women are 
not), the survival of the species demands that men adopt a thick-skinned attitude to apparent rejection. The old proverb 
"hell hath no fury like a woman scorned" only makes sense if women are seldom "scorned." You certainly don't get the 
impression there are millions of women running around feeling enraged because they were rejected. 

Women may well feel rejected at times, in the sense they do not receive the attentions of a man whom they are trying to 
attract. But that pales in comparison with the frequent experience of men who make (and are expected to make) an overt 
pass at a woman, who then rejects them crudely and out of hand. There is no proverb such as "hell hath no fury like a 
man scorned" for the simple reason that being scorned by a woman is an extremely common experience for most men, 
and they simply couldn't cope with normal life if they went about feeling furious every time this happened. 

There is also a status issue involved here. You can only get "furious" if you feel you have lost face and been 
humiliated. For a woman, it is humiliating to expose herself to rejection only to be rejected, whereas a man does 
not have the sort of status or pride in the context of the mating game that gives him the luxury of feeling 
humiliated by rejection. He can feel depressed, certainly, but not furious. (In fact, men who do feel enraged by 
rejection are generally considered very dangerous and potentially criminal.) 

Such rejection can be very traumatic at times - especially for adolescent males. So a man has to either put up with 
celibacy or learn to be thick-skinned. There is only a thin line between such a mentality and the mentality of a rapist, 
and it is inevitable this boundary will be crossed from time to time. Hence, in the context of defining, recognizing and 
prosecuting sex crimes, it is grossly unjust to penalise men too harshly for crossing this boundary - particularly while 
allowing women to behave as they like without running any serious legal risk. 

The Legal Concept of Rape 

We have to decide whether, or to what extent, rape and female passivity are two sides of the same genetically 
programmed coin, then design our legal system accordingly. A significant problem is the effect the pervasive Feminist 
propaganda has, and how it tries to let women have their cake and eat it, too. Women have the luxury of expecting men 
to make all the moves, then accusing them of rape as and when they wish. 

Masculists should demand sexual equality in the area of sex crimes. The types of crimes women commit should be 
more heavily penalised than they are at present. To balance the crime of rape (unless it is downgraded in some way), I 
suggest there should be some legal way of penalising women to an equivalent degree for failing to take the initiative in 
sexual relationships - or, alternatively, for rejecting a man when it could be argued she "led him on." 

Women on top? 

In practice and the overwhelming majority of cases, men have to initiate sexual relationships with women in the face of 
a female attitude ranging from active discouragement (often, but of course not always, turning into acquiescence if the 
man persists), through to apparent indifference, all the way to ambiguous non-discouragement with possible "signs" of 
receptivity. One study claims to show that, in singles bars, it is primarily women who initiate sexual relationships. As 
far as the first actual physical contact is concerned, however, the study apparently included "incidental" or "quasi- 
accidental" touching of the man by the woman. This would be typical of the general "deniability" stance of women in 
sexual relationships. Hence, the actual unambiguous, risk-taking transition from casual acquaintance to physical/sexual 
relationship is still a male responsibility. 

Relatively recently, the concept of "date rape" hit the headlines, particularly in the United States. It resulted in the 
notorious Antioch College Sexual Offense Prevention Policy (1996), which centres on the following definition of 
"consent": "the act of willingly and verbally agreeing to engage in specific sexual behavior." ( www.antioch- 
college.edu/survival/html/sopp.html ) 

What is new about date rape is that it marks an attempted shift in the definition of "rape." Previously, most 
people assumed rape was sexual intercourse forced on a woman who stated she was unwilling to participate. With date 
rape came the idea rape was what a man committed if he had sexual intercourse with a woman who did not explicitly 
agree to it. This is totally unfair to men. As Thomas (1993) puts it: 
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"(T)here seems little way in which a boy can avoid being accused of rape. For boys are still expected to take girls 
out, pour a couple of drinks down them, plead everlasting love and then make a pass.... If you don't at least try to 
seduce them, girls are apt to get offended (and start casting aspersions on your virility — PZ). And ... there may 
never be a moment at which anyone actually asks, 'May I?' or gets the answer 'Yes', "(op.cit., page 178) 

Then there's the old problem of women who say "no" and mean "yes", which I referred to above. Many Feminists deny 
this ever happens, but Thomas (1993) cites a 1991 poll, conducted among female students at the University of Texas's 
psychology department, where nearly 50 percent of respondents admitted to saying "no" to sexual advances while really 
meaning "yes" or "maybe." Most men must be aware of this sort of behaviour from their own experience." 

The Political Context of Rape 

I find myself in agreement with Barbara Amiel (quoted by Thomas, 1993, pages 178-9), who wrote that Feminism... 

...has moved from the liberal goal of equality between the sexes to the political goal of power for women, and is 
now well on the road to legislating out of existence the biologically based mating habits of our species.... 
Feminists wish male sexuality to be immaterial in criminal law. Women should be free to engage in any type of 
behaviour that suits their own sexuality without regard to the consequences. This approach views men as 
vibrators: women may pick them up, switch them on, play around and then, if the off-switch doesn't work, sue 
the manufacturer for damages. 

I also agree with Amiel's conclusion that the hidden agenda behind the whole date-rape issue could be found in the fact 
that the senior leaders of the U.S. National Organization for Women, America's leading Feminist organization, are 
Lesbians. It would be psychologically hard for Feminist activists to keep attacking men in the way they do if they were 
at the same time emotionally and sexually involved in relationships with men. 

In fact, I once went - uninvited — to the launch of an "Anti-Violence Week" in Wellington, New Zealand. I got there 
early, and found that the organisisng was being done almost exclusively by butch Lesbians ! When I interrupted the 
opening speech to complain that no men's groups had been invited, one of the Lesbians told me that men should 
organise their own anti-violence week ! In other words, she was admitting that "Anti-Violence" was a specifically pro- 
women, anti-men concept, as far as she was concerned. 

Clearly, many Feminist writers and activists hate men, possibly because they are Lesbians. Anyone who reads the 
SCUM Manifesto, for example, is left in no doubt that this is the product of Lesbian man-hatred (misandry) dressed up 
as political theory: 

"Life in this society being, at best, an utter bore and no aspect of society being at all relevant to women, there 
remains to civic-minded, responsible, thrill-seeking females only to overthrow the government, eliminate the 
money system, institute complete automation and destroy the male sex. (Opening paragraph of the Scum 
Manifesto, Valerie Solanas, 

www.flash.net/~twinkle/psycho/DARK/links/scum-man.htm) 

It may also be a chicken-and-egg situation, to some extent: some women may become Lesbians as a result of joining the 
Feminist movement and meeting Lesbian Feminists; others may have started out as Lesbians and then see the Feminist 
movement as a way of expressing their dislike of men. Still others may have been bisexuals or closet-Lesbians who 
found the Feminist movement provided an environment more conducive to Lesbianism than to Heterosexuality. Some 
may even have joined the Women's Movement mainly in order to find partners! 

Brownmiller (Against Our Will, New York: Simon & Schuster, 1980) stated a very radical, misandristic (man-hating) 
theory of rape: 

"Man's structural capacity to rape and woman's corresponding structural vulnerability are as basic to the 
physiology of both our sexes as the primal act of sex itself.... Anatomically, one might want to improve on the 
design of nature, but such speculation appears to my mind as unrealistic... In the violent landscape inhabited by 
primitive woman and man,... rape became not only a male prerogative, but man's basic weapon of force against 
woman, the principal agent of his will and her fear.... It is nothing more or less than a conscious process of 
intimidation by which all men keep all women in a state of fear." (Brownmiller 1980, 232-233). 

Although Brownmiller eventually repudiated much of what she said in Against Our Will, such claims were very 
influential nevertheless, particularly the idea all men consciously keep all women in fear of rape, which is a blatant lie. 
It is certainly not true of me, and I doubt I am unique. When I have thought of rape at all, it never crossed my mind to 
think of it in terms of any power the hypothetical possibility I might rape someone might give me. I only thought of it in 
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terms of how I would feel about it. Whether all women are afraid of being raped is another matter, and Feminists have 
certainly worked hard to infect women with such fear. 

Nonetheless, Brownmiller has a point, hidden amongst all the hyperbole: It is plausible to suggest the possibility almost 
any man could rape almost any woman colours the power relationship between the sexes. Equally, however, one could 
say the fact that any woman could cry "rape" after any instance of love-making also colours the power 
relationship between the sexes. 

Women are usually comparatively passive in sexual relationships in general, and in sexual intercourse in particular. So 
the male always runs the risk that a woman who usually means "yes" when she says "no" (and this is fairly common, as 
we saw from the survey cited above) might claim afterwards that she had actually meant "no." This is especially the 
case in societies where it is now possible for a woman to charge her husband with rape. Rape has to be seen in the 
context of dating, foreplay and intercourse customs, pressures and practices. Brownmiller talks of "man's structural 
capacity to rape and woman's corresponding structural vulnerability." The other side of the coin is woman's structural 
capacity to be passive and ambiguous and man's corresponding structural vulnerability to rejection and false 
accusations. 

The contrast between a penis and testicles on the one hand, and a vagina and ovaries on the other, is relevant to the issue 
of legal equality. Having a vagina makes a woman more likely to be a victim rather than a perpetrator of rape, while 
having a penis makes a man more likely to be a victim rather than a perpetrator of false allegations of heterosexual rape. 
If we include "reluctant consent" in the category "rape," as some Feminists do, then men are able to be "raped" in this 
way as well. And according to a survey cited by Warren Farrell, this is fairly common. 

Bill of Sex Act Rights? 

Feminists pooh-pooh the idea any men ever experience such strong urges they literally cannot control themselves. I 
don't know how they could possibly know this for a fact. Maybe all it means is that women never have such feelings. 
Certainly a legal system should never require a man to stop intercourse, once started. Nor should a woman have the 
right to expect a man to control himself to the extent she can tell him to stop once he has actually started the sex -act 
itself. I assert this as a Men's Rights activist! Men need to have some rights in the sex act, and this needs to be one of 
them. A man is not merely a living vibrator at a woman's beck and call. He cannot be just switched on and off as it 
happens to suit some woman and the anti-male Legal System. Perhaps we need a Bill of Sex Act Rights, with this point 
as Article One. 

Then there's the issue of blue balls. The medical reference work Rosenfeld (Symptoms, New York:Bantam 1990) 
contains the following passage: 

"Another cause of testicular pain is unrequited love and unfulfilled passion. The resulting congestion of the 
scrotal tissues causes pain. The condition, known among its sufferers as 'blue balls', is easily remediable - but not 
by a doctor!" 

Women suffer no analogous pain from unrequited love, and in societies where masturbation is frowned upon a man 
might indeed find himself fighting a sexual compultion to rape a woman because of a real, pressing physical need to 
relieve his pain. This does not make rape excusable (morally or legally), but it does place men in a different situation 
from any that women have to face. 

Conclusion 

The issue of rape needs to be rethought in western societies. As with other Men's/Fathers' Issues, there should be - 
and probably will be - a two-pronged assault on the status quo: 

1. Specialist groups of men will concentrate on lobbying for specific law changes. 

2. Generalist Men's Rights activists will gradually make society realise that the feelings, interests and rights of men and 

fathers need to be taken into account when legislative and administrative decisions are made that affect them. This 
will gradually apply to laws relating to rape as well as to other parts of the legal system. 

In this context, the customs of societies where women make an effort to be modest and to keep themselves hidden from 
unrelated men no longer seem very strange. They are one solution to an age-old problem. Modern Feminist societies 
have taken the line that women can "have it all" - i.e., if something goes wrong, the blame is put squarely on the man. 
That is unfair on men. 

I see no obvious Utopia, as far as the law on rape is concerned. Rape is a problem. Part of the problem is that the law is 
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intervening in the the areas of courtship and the sex act, and these areas do not put the same pressures onto both men 
and women. For now, I suggest only that we think beyond and around the "Woman as Goddess-Victim" mindset we are 
suffering from at present. 
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CHAPTER 11 

THE RIGHT OF CHOICE AND ABORTION 
Introduction 

Women receive state subsidies to end someone's life (state-funded abortion), but men get arrested for ending someone's 
life. When it comes to reproductive rights, women have all the power; men and unborn children have none. If, as they 
say, Feminists really believe in equality, then they must agree that, to the extent possible given the complexity of the 
issues and the ages of the parties involved, the power must be shared equally among all 3 parties. 

This chapter has three sections: Choice For Men, Choice for Men in Abortion, and Abortion. Choice For Men takes 
over where Feminism leaves off, on the assumption that Feminism has won the war on abortion. The sections on 
abortion discuss the place of this topic in the context of the sex war as a whole. 

Choice for Men 

According to the Position Paper on Men's Reproductive Choice: 

One out of four U.S. children are born out of wedlock. While 1.6 million U.S. women abort and decline 
parenthood each year, half a million men have their "paternities established" in U.S. courts and preliminary data 
indicates that about 33% of U.S. births may be unintended according to fathers. Men have been treated as an 
under class without reproductive rights.... Denying men reproductive rights is humiliating, oppressive, offensive 
to the basic principles of human dignity.... (www.rahul.net/c4m/c4m.html) 

Men are entitled to as much reproductive "choice" as women, and should be allowed to terminate their paternal rights 
and responsibilities under essentially the same conditions governing women's right to terminate their pregnancies. 
Unplanned fatherhood can completely disrupt a man's life. It disrupts his education and mental health - indeed, his 
entire family life. Psychological harm and heartbreak may result. His mental and physical health may suffer. The 
unwanted child may also suffer distress. And the man involved may have to carry a social stigma as a result of being an 
unmarried father. 

Unlike Feminists, advocates of choice for men seldom assert a man's right to terminate is absolute. They just advocate 
that the decision as to whether a particular man will terminate his parental rights and responsibilities is a decision that 
should be made by that man - in the same way a woman decides whether she is going to have an abortion. This position 
is not without ethical problems - what is a child going to feel like when it grows up and finds its own father disowned 
and rejected it? In the case of abortion, at least the child is dead and does not know that it has been rejected and killed. 
On the other hand, at least the child whose father has exercised his "choice" is still alive! 

Another way that "Choice for Men" could be interpreted is to provide men with more access to reproductive 
technology. I am not necessarily taking a stance in favour of the use of reproductive technology, such as cloning, but if 
women get access to it, then men should have access to it as well. According to the Dominion newspaper of March 16 
2001, an 84-year-old man in Australia, Dr. Frank Hansford-Miller, has been trying to get someone to agree to clone 
him. This is an issue which will need looking at from a Men's Rights perspective, too. 

Choice for Men in Abortion 

The pro-choice camp favors choice as long as it's for women, only. When it comes to men, they use the same arguments 
that the pro life lobby does. This demonstrates their hypocrisy. 

They say women must have choice as to what to do with their own fertility, but men have no rights except to pay for the 
choices women make. If a woman signs an abortion form, then she has robbed the father of his child - whose existence 
he may not even have been aware of. If she doesn't sign an abortion form, then he is saddled with a child whom he has 
to bring up, or whose upkeep he has to subsidise willy-nilly - and he may have thought all along she was infertile or 
protected by contraception. 

Such is the dominance women have over western society that their rights override the rights of both unborn children and 
fathers. The Feminist slogan "her body, her choice" is so widely accepted that anything inside her is hers to do with as 
she likes. (The Feminists' insistence on this is so extreme that they oppose laws that punish pregnant women who abuse 
drugs or alcohol.) This ignores the fact that a fetus is only inside her body because a man helped put it there. That man 
has rights over the fetus as well. After all, there is no widely available alternative at present for a man who wants to 
have his own natural children - he has to persuade a woman to bear it for him. 

The father may have strong views as to whether he wants the child to be born or not, and they should be taken into 
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account. After all, once the child is born the father may well be obliged to rear it, make maintenance payments to the 
mother in cases of separation or divorce, have some of his estate go to it when he dies, and so on. Simply put, it is 
inequitable for the mother to have the unilateral right to decide whether to thrust these duties and liabilities on the 
father. To paraphrase Thomas (1993), would you let someone spend your money to buy an expensive car of her choice, 
and then let her take it away for her use alone? 

There is a parallel here with Roman family law. In Ancient Rome, the father was Head of the Household, and had 
power of life and death over his slaves, if any, and also over his other dependents, such as his children and his wife. 
Today, this arrangement is widely viewed with moral outrage. But the parallel with the mother's almost absolute power 
of life and death over an unborn child in modern societies is very striking. O temporal O mores! (What times! What 
customs!) 

Abortion 

There are at least two types of killing all western societies permit - warfare and abortion. Warfare is when people 
(mainly men) risk life and limb to kill other people (mainly men) for the benefit of their entire society. Abortion is when 
women risk very little to kill a defenceless person for their own benefit. This clearly illustrates how modern western 
societies revolve around the needs of women, even to the extent of decriminalising murder. 

Haskell and Yablonsky's (1974) introductory textbook on Criminology contains a section on the decriminalisation of 
abortion which clearly illustrates the dominance Feminism has achieved over the intellectual establishment in western 
countries. They wrote it shortly after the United States Supreme Court decision of 1973 on abortion. It ruled that women 
had the right to abortion in the first six months of pregnancy, and that in the first three months of pregnancy the decision 
was solely up to the woman and her doctor. 

Even before then, however, only fifteen of the fifty states in the US actually punished a woman who got a doctor to kill 
"her" fetus. Generally, only the doctor got the rap. Compare this with the scenario of a contract-murder, where most 
states and countries hold both the instigator and the actual perpetrator accountable for the crime. How things have 
changed: 

"(M)edical reasons, rape and incest account for relatively few abortions. Women seek abortions because they are 
reluctant to interrupt career plans, they lack money, they fear losing personal freedom, or they are doubtful about 
their relationship with the man involved." (Haskell and Yablonsky 1974, 366) 

Here we have an example of what happens to a victimless (my emphasis) crime when a law regulating morality 
is abolished. The real victim of abortion laws was the poor woman who went for an illegal abortion. The law 
that was intended to protect her had made her a victim, (ibid, 366) 

Considering this is from a textbook for Law students, the authors are remarkably one-sided. How someone can call an 
event "victimless" when it kills someone who, in a few years' time, might themselves have read this textbook is almost 
beyond comprehension! Imagine decriminalising contract-murder! 

In fact, the authors are well aware that abortion is not a victimless crime; in their next breath they go on to talk about 
who the "real victim" is. Reading between the lines, it seems clear they are just not fair-minded enough to come right 
out and say the unborn child is a victim of the abortion, but allude to it indirectly by referring to the "real" victim. 

Ironically, the only time Feminists actively oppose abortion and infanticide is when it occurs in Third-World countries 
and the victims are largely female, as in India or China! They decry abortions which follow ultrasound scans of a 
mother's uterus in such countries, because the unborn children killed under such circumstances are mainly female 
babies. In China, elderly people traditionally lived with their eldest son. There is a one-child-per-couple population- 
control policy in China which is rigidly enforced in the cities. Parents feel they will have no one to support them in their 
old age if their only child turns out to be female. So female fetuses detected by ultrasound scans are frequently aborted 
or if the female child is carried to term she is at high risk for infanticide. Feminists abhor this and, under the banner of 
"eugenics" (evoking memories of Nazi programs) lobby against it. But only where the victims are largely female — 
clear evidence of how sexist they are. 

The standard Feminist line is that abortion is not murder because the people it kills are not people. This de- 
humanisation (objectification?) of children is most developed in the case of unborn children, but western courts also 
tend to act leniently toward mothers who commit infanticide, hence we may witness the gradual extension of "abortion" 
to children who have already been born: postpartum abortion? 

It is not only religious fundamentalists who see serious problems with the Feminist agenda on abortion, though it 
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sometimes seems only the religious right is willing to actively oppose abortion. Some Libertarians, such as Doris 
Gordon are completely opposed to abortion (www. concentric. net/~bwjass/lfl/ac&lp. htm). Personally, my own objection 
stems from my abhorrence of murder in principle, not any particular religious doctrine. 

Female fragility? 

In New Zealand in 1998 (according to the Report of the Abortion Supervisory Committee), 14,965 (i.e., 98.4%) of the 
15,208 abortions carried out in that year were authorised to avert "serious damage to the mental health" of the mother. 
Who are they trying to fool? Is anyone seriously claiming all these women (in New Zealand's small population of 3.6 
million people) would have suffered serious mental health problems without an abortion? In an article to appear in the 
NZMERA Newsletter (http://www.geocities.com/peterzohrab/299enslt.html), Paul Clarke suggests the New Zealand 
government should set up a public inquiry into the mental health of pregnant women to clarify this serious issue! 

Are New Zealand women really that fragile? Or are the Feminists, who run the system, abusing the law, interpreting it 
as a licence to abort at will? It is a fact in western countries that (male and female) Feminists predominate in agencies 
which implement social and medical legislation, and they often abuse their power and interpret the legislation under 
which they operate as they see fit. And they must be interpreting the word "serious" very loosely. Cases of rape and 
physical health problems of the mother or fetus are not a significant part of the overall abortion statistics in western 
countries. Most abortions are performed as nothing more than a post-coital birth control technique. How serious is that? 
As serious as a woman's need for sex? As serious as a man's? 

This raises the issue of the "morning-after" pill RU486, which produces a sort of abortion. Anyone who is against 
abortion would have to be against the use of this pill, too. According to a Boston Globe article archived at the RU486 
Files website (www.ru486.org/ru9.htm), Feminists are divided over use of this pill. Some have denounced it as a 
"dangerous and cumbersome medication that should not be permitted to replace conventional surgical abortions in the 
United States or elsewhere." This underscores the fact that abortion is indeed regarded by Feminists as a contraceptive 
measure, and not as a mental health procedure! 

Abortion is a very emotional issue, with strong arguments on both sides. At first blush it seems like an issue on its own 
- virtually separate from the overall debate between Feminism and Masculism. In fact, however, questions of the rights 
of men and women (as well as the rights of unborn children) are very much involved. 

Do many Feminists, deep down, feel very guilty about the abortion issue? Surely, many of those women who have had 
an abortion themselves must. Could this be why Feminists try so hard to make all men feel guilty about sex abuse, rape 
and domestic violence? To divert attention away from their own sense of guilt and shame? Someone could perhaps 
research the psychohistory of Feminism, and look at abortion in this context. 

Let's examine some of the arguments involved. I will limit myself to one pro -abortionist's arguments, because hers are 
among the most cogently argued. Thomson (1980) is a tightly reasoned attack on the anti-abortionists' case. However, 
her argument depends on making certain dubious assumptions. She analyses the antiabortion argument into two 
components: 

1. The notion that a fetus must be a "person" from the very moment of conception on — because otherwise it is 

impossible to draw the line separating its early existence as a "non-person" from its later existence as a "person." 
This argument attempts to refute the traditional notion that a person's life begins at birth. 

2. The notion that the fetus's right to life outweighs the mother's right to control what goes on inside her body. The point 

here is that, in most cases, the mother's actual existence is not threatened by anything that the fetus may do - 
whereas the reverse is not true. 

Thomson disagrees with both notions. She characterizes the first as an instance of the "slippery slope", on which she 
pours scorn, by comparing it with the argument that you cannot say when an acorn ceases to be an acorn and starts to be 
an oak tree. Her point is that acorns are not the same as oak trees, so there must be some sort of dividing line 
somewhere even though it may be hard to say exactly where it is. 

That, however, is a false analogy. A fetus is contrasted with an infant or baby and the dividing line is purely and simply 
the time of birth. This is a social construct rather than a biological condition which marks the moment when human 
society traditionally got its first glimpse of the person. Ultrasound scans are now blurring that line. 

An acorn is and looks very different from an oak tree, but a fetus does not look very different from a newborn and very 
early on shares many of the same characteristics. Indeed, there is little about the physical nature of a fetus that differs 
from that of a newborn. Acorns are certainly physically different from oak trees, but fetuses and persons are not such 
contrasting concepts in ordinary language. 
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Moreover, there is no established linguistic tradition whereby a baby is a "person" but a fetus is not. 
Some suggest one could say an acorn ceases to be an acorn once it sprouts and, likewise, a zygote ceases to be a zygote 
(and starts to be a fetus) once the cells begin to differentiate, head and neck, nose and toes, a beating heart and hands to 
hold. This would get around the problem of trying to draw a line between sperm and ova, and tissues such as fingernail- 
clippings that might be used to clone a new human being, on the one hand, and a fetus, on the other. I don't myself mark 
such a boundary between the zygote and the fetus, though some people might see that as a defensible position to take. 

Regardless, Thomson does not develop this argument, because she believes it would be hard to mark the moment when 
a fetus becomes a person. My own view is that a fingernail, sperm, or ovum will not spontaneously develop alone into a 
human being, and so is clearly not a person. Of course, even a fertilised egg needs an (artificial or natural) womb to 
develop into a human being, but a fingernail, sperm or ovum needs more than that! 

Moreover, it is hard to state exactly when an acorn starts sprouting or a zygote develops appendages, because these are 
gradual processes which don't care about things like providing the sharp boundary we need for the purpose of defining 
"murder." 

So what Thomson concentrates on is the second argument - the relationship between the rights of the mother and the 
rights of the fetus. Ingeniously, she draws up the imaginary scenario of someone waking up back-to-back in bed with a 
famous, unconscious violinist. This violinist needs that person's kidneys to do the work his malfunctioning kidneys 
cannot do, so his circulatory system has been linked to the other person's - against their will — for a period of time 
which could be nine months (or forever). There is no one else available whose blood-type is suitable for this particular 
role. So the donor was kidnapped and rendered unconscious while doctors linked their two bodies. 
"His right to life outweighs your right to control your own body," the doctor tells the donor. 

Thomson assumes most readers would agree this was an unacceptable state of affairs. If this is unacceptable, she 
reasons, surely terminating a pregnancy that was the result of rape (a similarly involuntary scenario to the one with the 
violinist) would have to be considered acceptable and right. And if the pregnancy is involuntary, resulting from rape, 
Thomson asks, is an abortion okay then? If so, why? 

There is a logical flaw in her reasoning: aborting a fetus resulting from rape seems more acceptable (to many people) 
than other cases of abortion — not because some fetuses have a greater right to life than others, but that the mother's 
right to control her own body has been violated and a heavy responsibility foisted upon her to a degree which outweighs 
(in some people's minds) the right of the fetus to life. Of course, men do not get pregnant, so it is not a choice men are 
directly confronted with. However, the fact that only women ever have to make this choice is not an argument in favour 
of allowing women to act immorally! Men (particularly in wartime and potential rape scenarios) are often in situations 
which virtually no women have ever experienced - and no one says this fact excuses immoral behaviour, such as war 
crimes. 

Then Thomson discusses cases where the mother's life would (in the opinion of doctors) definitely end if she gave birth 
to the fetus/child - including cases where the woman was in this situation as a result of rape. I take the view of "society" 
with regard to such situations. Thomson, on the other hand, puts herself in the woman's shoes, as it were, and sees 
abortion as a perfectly justifiable act of self-preservation. 

Put into the right context, this can be seen for the self-indulgent attitude it really is. Self-preservation is all well and 
good, from an individual standpoint - but society takes it upon itself to override the individual's right to self- 
preservation in certain circumstances. For example, men (never women) are subject to conscription for front-line duties, 
according to the vagaries of national and international politics. If men are subject to conscription in the public interest, 
why not subject women to "conscription by conception"? 

Were I conscripted in wartime and ordered to participate in an attack which I felt certain would end in my death, I could 
not kill my superior officer(s) and expect a military court to consider my goal of self-preservation to be a sufficient 
justification! 

Or imagine a wealthy man who has the misfortune to marry a gold-digger who is trying to kill him off by feeding him 
high-cholesterol foods and subjecting him to the stress of constant nagging, malicious gossip, and so on. Would a court 
allow this man to kill his wife as an act of self-preservation? Not likely! 
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Abortion For Men 

One recent variation on the theme of choice for men is the notion of "abortion for men," publicized at the website for 
the Rick Emerson Show ( www.rickemerson.com/male abortion.html) : 

The Male Abortion.. .is a simple release form, which is read and signed by both parties at any time before sexual 
intercourse. ..be it moments before, or months in advance. The Male Abortion stipulates that the man wishes to remain 
childless, and that should a pregnancy result from his sexual relation with the female, he is freed from all parental 
liability and responsibility, and that the decision to be a parent is his, and his alone. 

Were Feminists truly pro-choice, we would expect them to embrace this. Were they truly pro-choice. 

Conclusion 

Criminal law is all about regulating morality. Abortion is an area where the power of one of the parties involved 
(women) has grown to such an extent that the law has retreated from any attempt to regulate their morality. The anti- 
abortion laws were meant to protect unborn children from women and doctors. With the growth of the Animal Rights 
movement, we may be at, or about to reach, a stage where endangered species and laboratory animals will have more 
rights than unborn human beings! It is time to say, "Let's protect the rights of men and unborn humans first, and worry 
about the rights of animals second!" 
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CHAPTER 12 

SEXIST LANGUAGE: DOES SATAN THINK SHE'S MALE? 
Definition 

"Ovaries": Politically correct term for "nonsense," as in "What a load of ovaries!" 1 

Many Feminists argue God should not be regarded solely as male. Some have even referred to God as "She." But I have 
never heard a Feminist refer to the Devil as "she." Why? Are they biased, one-sided, Female-Chauvinist and anti-male? 
Do they only want the good things in life to be female? 

The Issues 

Everyone in the western World is probably now aware of the standard Feminist line on "sexist language" - in names for 
occupations, in particular. One example of this espousal by governments of the Feminist line on sexist language is the 
booklet "Watch Your Language." 2 

This booklet suggests, for example, replacing the words on the left with the words on the right: 

Bad Good 

draftsman draftsperson 

stockman rancher 

milkman milkvendor 

repairman repairer 

slaughterman slaughterperson 

fireman firefighter 

and so on. 



The main reason given for this enforced change of vocabulary is that using an occupational term with masculine 
pronouns discriminates against women by implying it applies only to men. This apparently discourages women from 
applying for such positions and makes it less likely anyone would hire them for such positions. Moreover, the State 
Services Commission booklet cites research indicating people take more interest in job advertisements if the job title is 
gender-neutral rather than implying male or female only. This is a fair argument. 

But many occupations involved are not attractive to most women, so the name changes frequently seem a waste of time, 
effort and money. It is not as if all mainly-male occupations are better paid and more attractive than all mainly-female 
occupations! A lot of them are dirty, dangerous and poorly-paid. Many more men than women die in job-related 
accidents. This, in itself, is a Men's Rights. 

The Double Standards 

The Feminist campaign to eliminate sexist double standards in language does not apply only to occupational terms. 
Words such as "chairman," "spokesman" (which often do not involve actual occupations) and even terms such as 
"chick" (referring to a woman) come under fire from Feminists. All well and good, but again, when it comes to negative 
stereotypes of men, they seem content to let be, which is why I have felt compelled to instigate my own campaign to 
eliminate linguistic double-standards, particularly in the media. I have written to broadcasting bodies, given talks at 
Linguistics seminars and conferences, posted articles on the net and written newspaper articles opposing sexist language 
- all sexist language. 

Some television stations avoid words that Feminists object to (e.g., "actress"), but continue to use sexist words like 
"gunman" instead of gender-neutral alternatives, such as "gunperson," "gunner" or "shooter." As long as a term 
denigrates men only, they seem perfectly happy using it. The word "gunman" denigrates all males because it implies 
only men go around killing people with guns. This is parallel to the word "chairman," which Feminists say 
discriminates against (all) women, because it implies that only men chair meetings. 

Why do Feminists insist on gender-neutral words for some things but not others? Because they want women to be 
thought of as potential chairpersons, and so on, but they are quite happy for only men to be thought of as potential 
gunmen because this word has negative overtones. Feminists often say they want equality between men and women, 
but issues such as sexist language make it obvious this is a lie. Feminists are nothing more than a women's pressure- 
group and should be treated accordingly. 

Here is a passage from the Feminist book, Woman's Consciousness, Man's World, by Sheila Rowbotham (1973, 
Baltimore: Penguin Books) that states our case fairly well: 
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The language of theory - removed language - only expresses a reality experienced by the oppressors. It speaks 
only for their world, from their point of view. Ultimately a revolutionary movement has to break the hold of the 
dominant group over theory, it has to structure its own connections. Language is part of the political and 
ideological power of rulers, (pp. 32-33) 

I agree with much of this passage. The problem now is that the language of gender politics is overwhelmingly the 
language of the Feminists. It expresses mainly the reality Feminists feel they experience. It speaks only for their world 
and from their point of view. They, with their Women's Studies departments, their Feminist-dominated media and their 
Ministries of Women's Affairs have become the gender-political oppressors in modern western societies. 

Few societies have been so totalitarian that the rulers of the State (who have been, and still are, mainly male) also 
controlled the subcultures controlling abstract theory. Society has usually been decentralised enough to allow at least 
some (usually a gigantic) degree of autonomy to the artists and universities, etc., which control theoretical language. 
This is not to say anarchy or true freedom of speech has been very common, but what some politicians like to call "the 
chattering classes" have always had the ability to spread their own self-serving ideas. 

This has often frustrated rulers, of course. Hence the infamous incidents of totalitarian book-burnings and persecutions 
of intellectuals. Socrates (a victim of repression), the Cambodian Communist mass-murderer, Pol Pot, and the Chinese 
emperor Qin Shih Huang spring to mind as examples. These incidents were made famous by the intellectuals who wrote 
the history books, but such incidents are comparatively rare in the context of history as a whole, and the intellectuals 
always end up back in the driver's seat. McCarthyism in America, for example, was stupendously unsuccessful, and 
Hollywood is now an internationally supreme powerhouse of left-liberal propaganda. 

Now, at the very time when the western liberal model of intellectual and economic freedom is spreading to countries 
which were formerly dictatorships, in our own western culture we have surrendered intellectual freedom to the Feminist 
guardians of political correctness. So the oppressors that Rowbotham should have been referring to are the rulers of 
academic theory. And increasingly they are Feminists. Hence, the Men's Movement must break the Feminist hold on 
Gender theory: we have to structure our own connections. Feminist language, with its embedded assumptions, is part of 
the political and ideological power of our rulers - initially, the rulers of political theory in Academia, and now, 
increasingly, our political rulers. 

And then there is sexist language in advertising: they seem unconcerned, even gleeful, when someone calls a man a 
"hunk." Advertisers are so terrified of Feminist pressure groups that television is full of references to "hunks." But how 
often do we hear slang words for women, such as "birds" or "chicks" on television? This is one example of the 
establishment's double standard on sexist language. It is more than just a slip or accidental inconsistency. Clearly some 
Feminists think it is "payback time" - it's okay to do it to men because men used to do it to women. Even if men did do 
that to women (and Feminists exaggerate the extent to which it happened), resorting to payback tactics gives the lie to 
the Feminist claim they stand for equality, and it undermines the justice of their cause. 

In New Zealand, for example, Feminists have a great deal of influence over the Broadcasting Standards Authority. The 
Code of Broadcasting Practice in New Zealand bans the portrayal of people in a manner that encourages denigration of, 
or discrimination against sections of the community on account of sex. In the spirit of this code, I wrote to the television 
stations there to complain of the sexist use of the word "gunman" in one of their news programmes, and suggested they 
use the word "gunperson" instead. Both stations (TV3 and TVNZ) rejected my complaint. TVNZ said the word 
"gunman" was simply factual and descriptive. The person who carried out the shooting did so with a gun, and he was a 
man. They said they avoided words like "actress," "waitress" and "hostess" because the gender of the person was 
irrelevant to the occupation. At no time did they try to explain why it was relevant to say that a gunperson was male, 
rather than female. 

Wouldn't it also be "factual" to describe Audrey Hepburn, for example, as an "actress"? But TVNZ's policy requires 
them to refer to her as an "actor" even though it is less factual and descriptive than "actress," which would make it clear 
Audrey Hepburn was a female member of the acting profession. TVNZ deliberately censored the fact that she was a 
woman despite that a large part of the appeal of most actors and actresses is their sex appeal. Indeed, I find it offensive 
to hear attractive actresses referred to as "actors," which is a term properly referring to males. 

TV3 gave a rather confused argument for rejecting my complaint. Basically they said that few male New Zealanders 
would feel denigrated by the use of the word "gunman" and that it was purely an "academic" argument. But the 
discussion of sexist language itself originated as an academic argument. Moreover, the word "gunman" denigrates all 
males because it implies only men go around killing people with guns. How does this differ from words like 
"chairman"? The difference, as I said above, is that Feminists want us to think of women only in positive terms, while 
terms that reinforce their negative stereotyping of men are not offensive to them. The point is, the rule against gender- 
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role stereotyping in language is applied only when it suits Feminists, and that is a sexist double standard. 

Thus dismissed, I referred my complaints to the Broadcasting Standards Authority. The form for this offers the option 
to make your case in person, which I selected. Without explanation, the Authority denied my request. Moreover, they 
rejected my argument as irrelevant and, at the suggestion of TVNZ, it exercised its powers under the Broadcasting Act 
to rule my complaint out of order on the grounds it was "trivial." 

From its inception in early 1990 to early May 1993, the Broadcasting Standards Authority has dealt with 256 formal 
decisions. In every case, the decision has been signed by Iain Galloway, Chairperson. This suggests the Authority does 
not consider the question of sexist language trivial, else Mr. Galloway would have signed himself "Chairman." His 
consistent use of the politically correct term demonstrates the Authority takes sexist language very seriously indeed - 
unless it discriminates only against men. 

The Broadcasting Standards Authority's hypocrisy notwithstanding, I was glad to see on page 13 of the January 17, 
1998 edition of the Listener an article entitled "PC come, PC go" stating: 

"Are the walls of Political Correctness starting to crumble - even in that PC bastion Wellington? A small but 
significant shift was noted at the recent Chapman Tripp Theatre Awards in the capitol. For the first four years of 
the awards, the premier individual prizes went to Best Male Actor and Best Female Actor - in keeping with the 
official theatrical view that 'actress' is a sexist term. No more. When Herbal Bed star Michele Amas stepped up 
to receive her award, it was for Best Actress...." 

Sometimes reason prevails. 

Linguistic Capture 

My starting-point here is a 1989 article by Janet Holmes, a well-known Sociolinguist and Feminist. The article, titled 
Linguistic Capture: Breaking out of the Language Trap, attacked the alleged effect on people's thinking of "New Right" 
economic terminology on the one hand, and so-called "sexist language" on the other. 

The title suggested Holmes and her readers were to be found toward one end of the political spectrum, and "sexists" 
along with the New Right together near the other. But there is no scarcity of Right -Wing Feminists. Feminism has been 
associated with the Left Wing because the Left tends to find categories of "oppressed" people under every bed - not 
because of the logic of the respective ideologies. 

Certainly Masculism/the Men's Movement, as I see it, can appeal to any part of the political spectrum. Indeed, this 
seems to be the case: Richard Doyle (Men's Rights Association/Men's Defense Association) is a conservative, Rod Van 
Mechelen (The Backlash!) is a moderately libertarian equalitarian and John Knight (Fathers' Manifesto) is right wing - 
but Warren Farrell (Women Can't Hear What Men Don't Say), Ferrell Christensen (MERGE - Movement for the 
Establishment of Real Gender Equality) and David Ault (Men's Rights, Inc.) are liberals. If popular culture 
acknowledges the ways in which men are oppressed, I very much hope those Leftists who oppose all oppression will 
rally to support us. 

Janet Holmes does not define the term Linguistic Capture in her article, but it is clear what she means by it. Like 
computers processing data, all living beings process their environments. In other words, they interpret and impose a 
pattern on what they perceive around them. I consider that that Linguistic Capture is just another, albeit sophisticated, 
example of this sort of creative act that all life-forms carry out all the time. 

In this sense, artists "capture" their environments in their depictions. Our eyes and brains "capture" a part of the 
environment when they interpret a drawing as being (in the famous example of optical illusions) either two black faces 
or one white candlestick. And any given scientific theory (including Linguistics ones) "captures" reality in a way that 
differs from the way other theories do. 

On this basis, I agree with much of what Janet Holmes writes, for example: 

"The belief that language influences our perceptions of the world, that it affects the way we view reality, and may 
serve to maintain and reinforce existing inequities and imbalances." (page 18) 

and 

"There are escape routes. Alternative labels are available. There is not only one way of describing the world, and 
we are not obliged to accept any one person's view of what is going on. Indeed one can reasonably argue that 
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changing the language is a feasible strategy for altering people's attitudes and perceptions of the world." 

also: 

(T)he changes we make, such as the deliberate use of non-sexist terminology, are important choices which 
reflect a desire to challenge the political status quo." 

and finally: 

"(W)e need to be constantly vigilant that we do not allow unjust power relations to be reproduced by an 
unthinking acceptance of a particular representation of reality. We need not be controlled and oppressed by the 
patterns of our language. We always have a choice. What is important is that we exercise it." 

Naturally, I apply the principles and ideas just cited in a mirror-image sort of way from the way that Feminists do. Thus 
I view the term "sexist" (not in itself, but just in the way that it tends to be used to apply to anything Feminists 
disapprove of) as serving "to maintain and reinforce existing inequities and imbalances." 

Let's take an example from the mass media, which seem pretty much to be under the totalitarian control of the 
Feminazis (Totalitarian Feminists). Early in 1990, there was a well-publicised case of a man in Canada who murdered 
female Engineering students at random, because (according to the news media) he was anti -Feminist. Although he 
subsequently killed himself, my aim is emphatically not to acclaim him as the first known martyr of the anti-Feminazi 
Resistance, or anything like that. 

However, I also heard another version of that news item on a subsequent news programme which glibly described him 
as a "sexist." Not then, nor at any other time did they report anything that would lead one to rationally conclude that he 
really was sexist as opposed to an anti-Feminist. The media simply used the two terms synonymously but never 
reported why he was anti-Feminist or what his ideology was. 

The existing inequities and imbalances of New Zealand society specifically, and western society in general, whereby 
women are designated an "oppressed minority" (whereas they are in fact a privileged majority), are maintained and 
reinforced by the pervasive use of the term "sexist" to suppress the expression of anti-Feminazi opinions. (Linguistic 
Capture at work.) 

There is a lot of subjectivity involved in deciding when and where reference to sex and/or gender is appropriate or 
inappropriate. For instance, Vetterling-Braggin (Sexist Language: a Modern Philosophical Analysis, Totowa, New 
Jersey: Rowman and Littlefield 1981) makes some controversial claims about the term "sexist" and just assumes 
everyone agrees with her: 

"The claim that we usually are able to distinguish "sexist" from "non-sexist" sentences is not unreasonable. For 
example, for the set of sentences 

1 . "Women make terrible drivers." 

2. "She is a foxy chick." 

3. "Some women drive poorly." 

4. "She is an attractive woman." 

it is likely that most of us would select 1) and 2) as 'sexist' and 3) and 4) as 'non-sexist'. We would probably also 
consider as 'sexist' the statements made by virtue of using (i.e. writing, typing, saying, etc.) sentences 1) and 2), 
but those made by virtue of using sentences 3) and 4) as 'non-sexist'." (page 1)" 

Nonsense. The Ministry of Transport and Insurance company studies routinely conclude that young men are more often 
involved in car accidents than are other age/sex groups of the population. Does anyone argue that that conclusion is 
sexist? I doubt that Feminists would consider it "sexist" to say that young men make terrible drivers. In fact, one 
insurance company in New Zealand (Sun Direct) ran television advertisements offering lower insurance premiums to 
women drivers on the grounds they are better drivers than men! These advertisements were toned down after protests 
from men, including myself, but anti-male discrimination certainly becomes a serious matter when it picks your pocket! 
I feel sure that such differential premium rates would have been outlawed had they favoured men! 

Similarly, I think anyone is entitled to say that women make terrible drivers if that is what their experience leads them 
to believe, and we ought not to accuse them of sexism. 

It seems quite likely that women, on the whole, tend to make different kinds of driving errors (probably less dangerous 
ones than young men make), and so some men might have a negative view of women drivers because the errors they 
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make are different from, and therefore more noticeable than, the kind these men tend to make. It is also possible that 
women make more errors (e.g. over-slow driving, stalling, or signalling inappropriately that don't show up in the 
accident statistics, because they cause other drivers to have accidents). 

Moreover, sentence three - "Some women drive poorly." - is not a true equivalent to "Women make terrible drivers," as 
it lacks both the implication all women drive badly as well as the emotive connotations of the word "terrible." People of 
both sexes are entitled to feel and express emotion at the thought of people driving badly, because bad driving can be 
dangerous and lead to frustration and road rage. 

Similarly, to categorise statement two - "She is a foxy chick." - as "sexist" ignores the obvious factors of style and 
context. To a man who is sexually attracted to a particular woman there may well be no other stylistically and 
emotionally appropriate way for him to express his feelings about her to his peers. It is simply ludicrous to assume, as 
Vetterling-Braggin does, that this hypothetical male might just as well have used statement four -"She is an attractive 
woman." 

A heterosexual woman might say that about another woman, but many heterosexual men would have to exercise self- 
restraint and reserve to express themselves in those neutral, quasi-objective terms. The attitude implicit in Vetterling- 
Braggin's approach appears to be that men should have, and express only those attitudes to women that women 
themselves have toward other women. This is completely unacceptable, unrealistic and sexist! 

Many bandy about the term "sexism" with little regard for its precise meaning. Even dictionaries are subject to human 
(including Feminist) error. For example, the 1974 edition of the Merriam-Webster dictionary defined "sexism" as if 
only women could ever be victims of it: 

Sexism...: prejudice or discrimination against women. 

It is an indication of how society has matured since then that the Merriam-Webster dictonary on the Britannica website 
(www.britannica.com) in 1999 defines "sexism" (which was coined in 1968, incidentally) as follows: 

1. prejudice or discrimination based on sex; especially: discrimination against women 

2. behavior, conditions, or attitudes that foster stereotypes of social roles based on sex. 

However, the above is still a sexist (in both senses 1 and 2) definition of "sexism" because of the special status given to 
women in it. Arguably, the 1974 definition is even more sexist (in both senses of the 1999 definition). Interestingly, it 
would be impossible for a man to claim that anything he experienced as discriminatory was sexist under the 1974 
definition, which is a telling demonstration of the power of words! 

In practice, the word "sexist" has been bandied about in such a way that it sometimes seems to mean just "whatever 
Feminists don't like." For example, when the Student Union at the University of Tasmania, Australia, voted in 1999 to 
create the position of "Men's Officer," a newspaper reported this move was sexist! 
( www.news.com.au/news content/state content/4375467. htm ) 

Personally, I would have to say that to have just a Woman's Officer without an equivalent position for men had been the 
height of sexism (as per section 1 of the 1999 Merriam-Webster definition above), and the attempted establishment of a 
male equivalent at the University of Tasmania merely removed the previous sexism! The idea that women are oppressed 
and men are not is a sexist stereotype, so having special officers, ministries and departments just for women and 
women's affairs only constitutes sexism as per section 2 of the 1999 definition above. 

On 14 August 1991, a suburban newspaper, the Wainuiomata Advertiser, was forced by a letter from my lawyer to 
publish an apology to me. I had written a letter complaining that Parliament had held a debate on "women and 
families", when they would never hold one on "men and families". The newspaper printed two replies to my letter, 
heading them with the words "Reply to sexist letter" and "Another reply to sexist," respectively. Since there was no 
sexist content in my letter, the newspaper was forced to apologise for calling it "sexist", by which they obviously meant 
"anti-Feminist". 

To reiterate Janet Holmes' point: 

There are escape routes. Alternative labels are available. There is not only one way of describing the world, and 
we are not obliged to accept any one person's view of what is going on. Indeed one can reasonably argue that 
changing the language is feasible strategy for altering people's attitudes and perceptions of the world. 
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Two can play at that game. By using terms such as "Feminazi" and "Masculist," men can assert themselves and acquire 
some rights - even in western countries. The trouble is that Feminism (in its political, rather than theoretical aspect) is 
essentially a form of organised nagging. Therefore, it places women in a traditional, accustomed role (the nagging 
wife). Men have no historically appropriate parallel - it is "unmanly" for men to attack women (even Feminazis). Nor is 
it socially acceptable for a man to do the political equivalent of admitting he doesn't wear the pants in his own home - 
i.e., to admit women are more powerful than men in western societies. 

I have heard of one man who has signs throughout his home that say things like, "I'm the King around here, and I have 
my wife's permission to say so." In the chapter on the Frontman Fallacy, I argue this is a metaphor for the political 
system in western countries today. 

Regardless, the Feminist agenda is open-ended. Unless men adopt tactics similar to the Feminazis, there is virtually no 
limit to how much the Feminists can undermine the status of men in western societies. So we need more men who are 
"man enough" to put up with the yapping, snarling and biting of the (dare we say it?) bitches who snap at anyone with 
the courage to stand up for the simple human rights of men. The Feminists are getting so reckless they are stooping to 
defining as "real men" only those pretty boys and lapdogs who do well under our increasingly matriarchal system. It 
takes guts to stand up for your rights against their below-the-belt tactics. 

Turning again to the third quote from Holmes' article: 

(T)he changes we make, such as the deliberate use of non-sexist terminology, are important choices which reflect 
a desire to challenge the political status quo. 

The political status quo in the western world generally conforms to Feminist priorities. We can see this by comparing 
conditions today with the conditions of only a few decades ago regarding abortion, equal pay, rape legislation, divorce 
legislation, attitudes towards sexual harassment, domestic violence legislation, and so on. Not to mention that most 
voters are female. Certainly, the representatives they elect are mostly male, but those mostly male representatives still 
represent a mostly female constituency with a mostly female agenda. 

Feminist activists and academics have caputured our linguistic sense of reality and are holding it hostage to a 
misandristic agenda. Hence, to again quote Holmes: 

(W)e need to be constantly vigilant that we do not allow unjust power relations to be reproduced by an 
unthinking acceptance of a particular representation of reality. We need not be controlled and oppressed by the 
patterns of our language. We always have a choice. What is important is that we exercise it. 

The time to exercise our choices is now. As the saying goes, "use it or lose it." 

Power and Language 

Elshtain (1982) is another Feminist work on the relationship between power and language. She quotes, with apparent 
approval, the following passage from Rowbotham (1973): 

The language of theory - removed language - only expresses a reality experienced by the oppressors. It speaks 
only for their world, from their point of view. Ultimately a revolutionary movement has to break the hold of the 
dominant group over theory, it has to structure its own connections. Language is part of the political and 
ideological power of rulers, (pp. 32-33) 

In the context of Feminism, however, this argument can be stood on its head: as the vast bulk of the theory on sexual 
politics has been developed by Feminists, we can conclude from the above quote that as the sexual politics agenda is set 
by Feminists, it is they who are oppressing men, and it is men whose viewpoint is seldom heard or even tolerated. 

In other chapters I develop this theme in greater detail. Here suffice it to note the distinction between the pre-Feminist 
situation and the present matriarchy in western societies: then (as still happens in many countries), men ran the world 
for the benefit (as they saw it - rightly or wrongly) of the entire population and there was a balance between the rights 
and responsibilities of the male and female roles. Now, the ideological presumption of oppression by men has given 
Feminists carte blanche to colour every facet of society with an activist, anti-male bent. Feminists use language as one 
of their tools in this anti-male crusade. 

Julia Penelope (Speaking Freely: Unlearning the Lies of the Fathers' Tongues, New York: Pergamon, 1990) claims that 
some words are insults — solely by virtue of being "female words." She cites the terms motherfucker, son of a bitch, 
bastard, sissy and cunt. She does not, however, explain why terms such as balls, prick, and dick (referring to the male 
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genitals) are used as an insult. If female words are inherently insulting, as she says, how can a highly male term like 
prick and dickhead be insulting? 

Nonetheless, the word motherfucker involves two people - only one of whom is female. Likewise with son of a bitch. 
Moreover, the term bastard is not so much a reference to the mother as to the legal status of the child. The term sissy 
has its counterpart in tomboy (which is not as derogatory as sissy, anyway ), and (as we have seen) the word cunt has its 
counterpart in prick and dick (or, more often, dickhead). Penelope's argument, like so many Feminist arguments, does 
not stand up to scrutiny. They have only been published and disseminated because honest and intelligent men have been 
too busy or frightened to scrutinise them. 

Sexist Language in Chinese and German 

Feminism and the Internet have one thing in common: the language they use most of the time is English. This may not 
always be the case in the future. I'd like to take a look at the issue of "sexist language" in two languages other than 
English - Chinese and German. 

In Chinese, occupational terms are mostly constructed by adding a gender-neutral suffix (such as yuan, ren, or jia) onto 
the end of a word that names the activity or sphere of the job. For example (I am ignoring tone-marks in my 
transcription): 

Activity Occupation 

shou huo (sell goods) shouhuoyuan (shop assistant) 

gong (labour, industry) gongren (manual worker) 

zuo (do, compose) zuojia (author) 

If you want to specify the sex of the person concerned, in Chinese, you actually have to add an extra word. 

Although they are closely related languages, one difference between German and English is the standard German 
ending -in, which on the end of any appropriate masculine noun makes it feminine. For example: 

English German (masculine) German (feminine) 

rancher Viehzuechter Viehzuechterin 



German-speaking Feminists tend to take an opposite line to English-speaking Feminists. Whereas English-speaking 
Feminists see occupational terms ending in -er or -or as gender-neutral, German-speaking Feminists tend to see terms 
ending in -er as specifically masculine. Therefore, German-speaking Feminists prefer some version of the feminine -in 
ending in such words to make women "visible" in such occupations. 

What German-speaking and English-speaking Feminists have in common is that they generally focus on only what 
women want - what men might prefer is, in most cases, dismissed if not denigrated. As a result, the trendiest solution in 
German has been to use the artificial device of a capital "I" in the middle of such words, e.g.: 



This Feminist solution incorporates both the masculine and feminine forms in the one word. That seems like a good 
idea, ideally, but the reality is the written versions end up looking much more similar to the feminine forms than to the 
masculine forms. The only difference is the capital "I," which replaces a lower-case "i." In spoken German, the new 
forms are virtually the same as the feminine forms. So from an equal rights perspective this solution is unacceptable, 
since it does not improve the situation very much. 

Since I initially started writing on this subject, and publicising my ideas on the Web, it is possible that the situation has 
changed. I have seen at least one approving citation of my ideas, and the German Feminists that I come across seem to 
have dropped the -Innen idea. It seems that the issue of how the words would actually be pronounced had been ignored, 
as people were concentrating on how different the forms looked on paper. 



and so on. 



Masculine 

Feminine 

Feminist 



Singular 

Viehzuechter 

Viehzuechterin 

Viehzuechterin 



Plural 

Viehzuechter 

Viehzuechterinnen 

Viehzuechterlnnen 



Copyrighted 
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I don't know what Chinese-speaking Feminists have been saying about their language, but I'd expect there are some 
theses lying around somewhere that examine Chinese characters from a Feminist perspective. Nevertheless, just to show 
that Masculists can play that game, too, I'd like to analyse the very common character which means "good" (pronounced 
"hao"). It is also used in Japanese. 

This is traditionally thought to be comprised of the character for woman on the left, and the character for child on the 
right. An unbiased analysis of Chinese characters as a whole might demonstrate an overall pro-female bias or a pro- 
male bias or a near-balance between the two. 

Although some experts disagree with that analysis of that particular character, my point is to demonstrate the kind of 
analysis that could be applied to thousands of characters. Even if this is not the historically correct derivation of this one 
character, the fact that this is traditionally considered to be its derivation says a lot about anti -father sexist attitudes in 
Chinese societies (as in others). 

Should the traditional derivation of this particular character be correct, it is quite clearly sexist and disadvantages men 
in custody battles, as it implies the natural place for a child is with its mother. A non-sexist version of the character 
might have the character for human being on the left, for example, instead of the character for woman. 

Hufeisen's Work-around - linguistic insurrection 

In her article, " Warum das Deutsche keine Maennersprache ist" (translation: Why German is not a Man's Language at 
www.ualberta.ca/~german/ejournal/maenner.htm), Britta Hufeisen tries to use Linguistic arguments to support Feminist 
forms in German. Her intention is to remove the argument from the political arena by taking a sort of Anarchistic 
approach. She writes: 

Linguistisch kommt es jedoch darauf an, wer sich angesprochen fiihlt: Wer sich bei der Bezeichnung 
'Wissenschaftlicher Mitarbeiter' oder Assistenzprofessor' als nicht gemeint empfindet, so ist der Sprechakt nicht 
gelungen, auch wenn der Person von Seiten der Verwaltung versichert wird, sie sei 'mitgemeint'. (Translation: 
Linguistically, however, the issue is who feels addressed: If someone doesn't feel designated by the designation 
'Wissenschaftlicher Mitarbeiter' (scientific colleague) or 'Assistenzprofessor' (Assistant Professor), then the 
speech act has not succeeded, even if the person is assured by the Administration that they were also included.) 

Unfortunately for her, it's not quite as simple as that. There are often three, rather than two, parties involved in a speech 
act: the speaker/writer, the addressee, and the third-party hearer/reader. For a speech-act to be successful, the first two 
parties, at the very least, must agree what was communicated. The addressee doesn't normally have the right to act like 
a woman playing hard-to-get, in effect saying, "I know what you mean, but I'm going to refuse to acknowledge what 
you mean." That would, in most circumstances, be considered childish by any third-party to the speech-act. Language is 
a collaborative endeavour and successful speech acts - like most social behavior - rely on cooperation between the 
parties involved. 

Hence, Hufeisen's solution is no solution at all. Society expects language-users to cooperate; if a Feminist woman in 
conversation refuses to feel designated by a particular term, that is a political act of linguistic insurrection on her part. 
She may or may not succeed in bringing Society around to her point of view, but it is very self-centred and sexist for 
Hufeisen or anyone to simply ignore the intentions of the speaker/writer as if they were irrelevant. That would open the 
door for me, for example, to say that I don't feel included in the term "Lehrerlnnen" (Feminist German for 
"teachers")and to "refuse to understand" any sentence that contained that term ! 

Betrachten wir das Ganze also aus der semiotischen Perspektive, so konnen wir feststellen, dal3 unser Problem 
kein sprachsystematisches ist, denn die deutsche Sprache hat bis auf ganz wenige lexikalische und syntaktische 
Liicken Bestande zur Bezeichnung fur Frauen. (Translation: If we look at the whole issue from a Semiotical 
perspective, then, we can observe that our problem is not one of linguistic structure, as the German language has 
the resources with which to designate women - apart from a very few lexical and syntactic gaps.) 

On this issue I disagree with Hufeisen as well. We have already seen that Feminist Linguists have yet to come up with a 
noun-ending which is gender-neutral in both the spoken and written forms of German. I don't know if it is possible; I 
wouldn't mind trying myself, but I am not a native-speaker of German so any solution I offered would probably not be 
politically acceptable, anyway. 
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Conclusion 

Most of the inconsistencies and hypocrisies of Feminism, as it is practised, result from a misguided sense of 
victimhood. This is based on a naive and simplistic analysis of the nature of political power (see the chapter on the 
Frontman Fallacy). Armed with this self-righteous but erroneous assumption, Feminists are taking control of our 
language as well as every other facet of society. Where their arguments are justified, they must be applied consistently 
across the board, but where their arguments are fallacious, academics must be free enough from career-blackmail to 
refute them. 
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CHAPTER 13 

INDOCTUCATION BY THE MEDIA-UNIVERSITY COMPLEX 
Lies About Oppression 

In a forest, one man with a chainsaw is heavily outnumbered by the trees - but who has the real power? In a well- 
ordered liberal democratic society, typical individual members of the majority — or supposedly dominant, group - have 
less power than do typical individual members of well -organised commercial or political pressure groups such as the 
National Organization for Women in the U.S. The silent majority may be the majority, but its silence is its undoing. 

Political Correctness is the dominant ideology among the indoctucated ruling strata in western countries. By the term 
indoctucated, I mean simply that the education systems and media in western countries (the Media-University Complex, 
or MUC) have a strong subtext of indoctrination in certain values. Those people who graduate from higher educational 
institutions have assimilated the greatest amount of MUC indoctucation, and are thus seen as fit to control the 
education, media, and government apparatuses that perpetuate this ideology. 

Initially, the Internet was a great liberating force and allowed men to bypass media bias and disseminate their message 
directly to others. However, as the institutions of the MUC have come online, they have usually brought their Feminist 
biases and censorship with them. However, much of the internet, in particular many of the Usenet newsgroups, is still 
free of censorship and enables uncensored information — both true and untrue — to be spread both widely and rapidly. 

The free homepage site, Geocities - before it was taken over by Yahoo - was very anti-male. I have long managed a 
Men's Rights website there: www. geocities .com/peterzohrab and when a search engine was first set up on Geocities I 
did a search for "Men's Rights," but the only hits I got on Geocities were Gay Rights sites. After I complained about this 
on one of the Geocities forums, this problem was fixed, because anyone could confirm it for themselves, but I had great 
trouble even getting replies to my emails from Geocities whenever I suggested a neighbourhood for men to balance 
Wellesley, the neighbourhood set up just for women. And the email newsletter and website on internet resources, the 
Scout Report, routinely features women's sites and has only once featured a men's site - despite my protests. Even when 
it listed a site on men's health, it was part of a site that was principally about women ! 

Similarly, I was an early volunteer editor on the Open Directory (http://dmoz.org), which has been the basis of the 
Netscape Directory, among others. I applied to edit the category "Society/ Issues /Human Rights /Men's Rights," to 
balance the category "Society /Issues/ Human Rights/ Women's Rights," but I was allocated the category "Society/ 
Men," without a word of explanation - obviously, they were prejudiced against treating Men's Rights on the same basis 
as Women's Rights. So I created the category "Society/ Men/ Men's_Rights" (and various sub-categories), and managed 
to get Men's Rights and Women's Rights established on an equal hierarchical footing by raising the issue in the Editors' 
Forum. 

With massive help from an activist in Los Angeles, I built up the Men's Rights listings to over 1,100 urls. But the Editor 
of the Society/ Issues section copied an email to me in which he complained that the Men's Rights section had many 
more urls than the Women's Rights section, and that something needed to be done about it. I replied that I considered 
his attitude hypocritical, unless he also tried to correct the contrary imbalance in the world at large, where Men's Rights 
hardly featured at all. Needless to say, he did not answer, the Open Directory found a pretext to fire me as Editor, and 
the new editor chopped the number of Men's Rights urls by at least half. The Women's Rights urls were increased — so 
that, the last time I looked, the Women's Rights urls outnumbered the men's. Such is equality in the Feminist world ! 

The Bias in Universities 

We must never overlook the influence of the schools and universities. Universities teach knowledge and skills, but they 
also instill social and political values by peer-group socialisation and the political agitation that occurs there, as well as 
through bias in the content and delivery of the course materials. 

For example, in 1987 I took a French course part-time at a university, where we had to give a talk in French on one of a 
choice of topics, including "the Situation of Women in New Zealand." Such a topic implicitly assumes women suffer 
discrimination, and encourages female students to complain about it in courses having nothing to do with Women's 
Studies! Such bias is a routine feature of university courses. These complaints, having the veneer of academic 
respectability, add to Society's learned belief that women are oppressed in some way. I asked to give a talk on "the 
Situation of Men in New Zealand", which was not on the list, and was permitted to do that. 

In 1999 at the same university, I took a course on Chinese civilization, which involved writing three essays. Two 
included the position of women in China as possible topics, but again, nothing about the position of men in China. For 
the first of these essays, the female lecturer refused me permission to write on men in China, so I wrote on women, but 
treated it as a comparison of the positions of men and women in China. The second, however, included the option of 
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naming your own topic, and this time I was allowed to write on men. 

Interestingly, women experience this bias, too, especially in Women's Studies courses. For example, a woman named 
Sonia shared with the New Zealand Men for Equal Rights Association her experience of how she tried to write about 
the abuse of boys. At first, they rejected her paper as "not written from a woman -centered perspective," and only 
accepted the paper after she escalated her complaint about the issue. 

To the extent students are funded by state grants and lecturers are state employees, universities have a built-in bias 
toward regarding the State as provider and spender of money; i.e., a basically left-wing perspective. To them, it may 
come as a shock to realize many, particularly self-employed and private sector employees, see the State principally as a 
collector of taxes. Self-employed men are probably the people who pay the most taxes, relative to what they get back in 
benefits from the State, and solo mothers, who later become pensioners and outlive men, get the most benefits from the 
State, relative to the taxes they pay. 

Fortunately, the academics' left-wing bias is a trend rather than an absolute. Some sections of academia, such as 
business colleges, tend to be more conservative whereas others, such as Sociology departments, are determinedly left- 
wing. I have even received an email from a Sociology student who admitted that studying Sociology was tantamount to 
being a Feminist - and his department was later restructured into a School of "Sociology and Women's Studies" ! 

And it is the students in the less vocational, more left-wing subjects such as Sociology, who are inclined to be more 
politically active than those studying, say, business or engineering - and these Leftists often end up with jobs in the 
bureaucracy, where their ethos plays a part in how they differentially deal with men and women clients. These same 
subjects are also the ones which deal with social policy issues, which is why government social policies often end up 
more left-wing than the views of their electorate as a whole would justify. 

Thus many students are inculcated with one clear message: 

LEFT = GOOD; RIGHT = BAD 

Frequently the schools instill this doctrine very subtly, which magnifies its power. Here is an example of how 
influential subtle and subliminal messages can be: Several years ago in the then-Soviet Union, there was a coup d'etat 
against President Gorbachev by the Communist old guard. Some western news-readers described this as a "right wing 
coup." 1 Ludicrous: those Communists were far to the left of Gorbachev. How could the newsreaders make such a 
mistake? Because the radio decision makers were politically correct and reasoned that right = bad, coup d'etats are bad, 
therefore any coup d'etat must be right wing. In later broadcasts, however, many changed their description from "right- 
wing" to "conservative," a slightly less misleading term. 

Many college-educated people fear the right-wing label because their professors taught them left = good. Additionally, 
many middle-class workplaces have a left/liberal atmosphere, so anyone with conservative attitudes faces harassment, 
intimidation and discrimination and their employer may even fire them for "and pluralistic" sentiments. For example, in 
my workplace I have been subjected to all sorts of physical and psychological intimidation for having antiFeminist 
views. One alleged Lesbian Feminist at my workplace, for instance, greeted me with a Nazi salute when she saw me! 
And I received an email from a fellow-teacher who compared me to Hitler because I had pro-men views (though he did 
not cite any views or actions of myself or of Hitler that might make us similar in any way !). I complained about this 
email to my union, a secondary teachers' union, but I received no reply to my complaint. 

If you suffer similar slurs, take heart - you can defend yourself against those who accuse you of being "to the right of 
Genghis Khan" by suggesting they are "to the left of Pol Pot." Pot's Cambodia (Kampuchea) was also ruled via an 
ideology of political correctness, but the undeveloped state of the MUC in that country forced Pol Pot to use more direct 
and brutal methods to enforce his particular brand of political correctness. It is worth mentioning here that Pol Pot 
developed his ideas while studying at a French university - see Pol Pot: A Biographical Essay, by David Le Sage and 
Sean Watson. (www.eliz.tased.edu.au/ITStu97/polpot.htm) Pol Pot was a Leftist and he was about as brutal as they 
come, so how can Left = Good? We can only wonder what people who believe that are thinking. 

One of the most blatant examples of academic Left-Wing bias I have come across was from Nupedia - a project aimed 
at creating an online encyclopedia of articles written by volunteers, and edited and peer-reviewed by volunteers. I 
wrote an article on "Men's Rights" for it, which (as I write these words), after many months and lots of rewriting, still 
has not been officially accepted or rejected. 

I had a substantial email correspondence with Professor Larry Sanger, the founder, who is/was also my Editor. In one 
email (of 21 October 2000), he was very frank about the nature of universities and the people who work in them. In it, 
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he accused me of not taking seriously the "constraints" that he regarded himself as working under. By this, he 
explained, he meant that the "vast majority" of scholars are politically "liberal" (meaning, of course, left-wing, rather 
than tolerant of others' opinions), and that he didn't want to alienate the majority of his potential academic contributors. 
Consequently, he wrote, he would need to "balance" any article of "Men's Rights" with a Feminist-inspired one - but 
the converse was not true: i.e. he did not intend to balance every Feminist-inspired article with a Men's Rights-inspired 
one. He explicitly admitted that there was a double-standard, which he described as a "sad reality". 

Astonishingly, Nupedia has a non-bias policy, of which the above attitude makes a complete mockery. I reprint the 
relevant section of the Non-Bias policy below, with my amendments in bold type: 

"Nupedia articles are, in terms of their content, to be unbiased (except in regard to Feminism, and other "liberal" 
issues). There may be respectable reference works that permit authors to take recognizable stands on controversial 
issues, but this is not one of them. This is, admittedly, a difficult ideal to achieve; but we feel that, where bias can be 
detected, it can also be eliminated. 

This question is a good (albeit not infallible) test of a lack of bias: "On every issue about which there might be even 
minor dispute among experts on this subject, is it very difficult or impossible for the reader to determine what the view 
is to which the author adheres ("Liberal" biases are to be regarded as imperceptible) ?" 

This requires that, for each controversial view discussed, the author of an article (at a bare minimum) mention various 
opposing views that are taken seriously by any significant minority of experts (or concerned parties) on the subject. In 
longer articles, of course, opposing views will be spelled out in considerable detail. In a final version of the article, 
every party (other than those not considered "liberal") to the controversy in question must be able to judge that its 
views have been fairly presented, or as fairly as is possible in a context in which other, opposing views must also be 
presented as fairly as possible. Moreover, if objections to any particular views are offered (which will be an essential 
component to certain articles, e.g., those on philosophy and public policy), the most serious or relevant objections to 
other, opposing views must be offered as well (apart from "liberal" views) . The reader should, ideally, be given the 
tools for deciding the issue; or, failing that, the reader should be introduced to the problems that must be solved in order 
to decide the issue. 

On any controversial issue, it is usually important to state which views, if any, are now (or were at some time) in favor 
and no longer in favor (among experts or some other specified group of people). But even this information can and 
should be imparted in such a fashion as not to imply that the majority view is correct (unless it is a "liberal" view), or 
even that it has any more presumption in its favor than is implied by the plain fact of its popularity. 
To present a subject without bias, one must pay attention not just to the matters of which views and arguments are 
presented, but also to their wording or the tone in which they are mentioned. Nupedia articles should avoid describing 
controversial views, persons, events, etc., in language that can plausibly be regarded as implying some value judgment, 
whether positive or negative, except when the judgment is on some relatively innocuous matter and is virtually 
universal. It will suffice to state the relevant (agreed-upon) facts, to describe various divergent views about those facts, 
and then let readers make up their own minds about what the correct views are...." 

Politically Correct Distortions 

There are three main problems with the MUC Establishment's politically correct designation of oppressed groups: 

1. Who decides who's oppressed? 

2. How do the designated oppressed use the power this gives them? 

3. What becomes of their scapegoats? 

Who designates the oppressed? Who decides? Feminists? Why them? Feminists got in at the ground floor of the 
designation process and they have assured that women are among the foremost designated groups. But there was never 
any balanced public debate about whether men or women (or both or neither) should be "designated." Some of the other 
designated groups (e.g., Lesbians, Homosexuals and the Disabled) seem to have achieved the status of designated group 
only as a result of an alliance with the more powerful Feminists. The Left/Liberal coalition (which is prominent in such 
contexts as US Democratic Party conventions) is basically an agreement between various designated groups to support 
each other's political demands, on the whole. This gives Homosexuals and Lesbians and the Disabled an interest in 
supporting Feminists politically. In addition, Lesbians are prominent among the Feminist leadership. 

The second problem is that designated groups (women, ethnic minorities, the disabled, homosexuals, lesbians, and so 
on) become established PR agencies and lobbyists for their members. 

These agencies have a sort of "gravitational" force which they exert on the truth, bending it in their direction. Thus their 
PR dominates the media, which sometimes acts as if few women ever do anything wrong, especially where domestic 
violence is concerned. This gulf between the official line and reality was a feature of Communist Eastern Europe, and 
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of George Orwell's book 1984. The discrepancy between propaganda and truth in such countries is probably one of the 
main causes of right-wing extremism, when it occurs. 

The third problem with Designated Groups, as discussed below, is this that approach to Human Rights creates a set of 
scapegoats comprised of people who don't fit into any of the designated groups. 

The Establishment theory is that they are the ones who are rich and powerful in society - but only some of them are rich 
and powerful. What about poor white males, for example? Men and whites are both politically incorrect if they assert 
their rights. Any semi-intelligent Feminist, however, can sling off at white men and get away with it because white men 
have become virtual devils. 

The source of right wing extremism 

The tendency to look for victims and designate them as an oppressed group has even invaded the sphere of international 
relations. The Stratfor web site (www.stratfor.com) discussed this in the article U.S. Overlooks Underlying Causes of 
Asian Conflicts, August 13th, 1999: 

This trend also places the foreign policy of the United States and other nations in a position to be more easily 
manipulated by a good PR campaign. Whoever appears to be the victim gets the support. 

This is a media-driven phenomenon, as is its more pervasive counterpart in domestic politics. Television studios 
package international issues in aggressor/victim terms, the electorate believe the picture presented them, and the 
politicians respond to pressures from their constituents. That's how it works and Feminists know it. 

Feminists dominate society with their propaganda. Of course, they deny that and assert that the Right dominates. Yet, 
paradoxically, any group which can convince the education system it is oppressed is allowed by the media, educators 
and the government to disseminate its propaganda as if it were God's Truth. 

We see it in American and British television programmes all the time. For example, on the American station ABC's 
Sunday Evening News, Monday November 15th, 1999 (New Zealand time), they presented an item on "America's 
Sons" (abcnews.go.com/onair/dailynews/americas_sons.html) which listed three negative statistics about boys in the 
USA: they are more delinquent than girls, commit more murders than girls, and then there was a segment on boys and 
suicide. We might expect the third statistic would be about how boys commit proportionately more suicides than girls, 
but that would have put boys into the "victim" role, and in the Feminist "male = bad, female = good" paradigm boys 
can't be victimized more than girls. So what we actually got was a statistic about how boys' suicides had increased by 
112 percent, which Feminists generally attribute to males' inability to cope with losing their power over women and, 
therefore, the result of a masculine flaw rather than victimization. 

It's important not to be naive about the media. Whoever the owners may be, the biases of the individual reporters 
inevitably show through unless they run directly counter to an important policy concern of the owners. Journalists are 
predominantly left/liberal university graduates who support Feminism. I believe that many journalists are deliberately 
biased. Part of my evidence for this is a TV news clip, dating from the 1960's, where Malcolm X calls on the media to 
deliberately make Whites like and value Blacks through positive propaganda about Blacks. He praises the power of the 
mass media, giving the example of how the media were able to make the British love the Russians and hate the 
Germans during World War II - and then hate the Russians and love the Germans during the Cold War. No doubt 
Malcolm X was right - I'm sure that modern US TV sitcoms, such as the Cosby Show, give you a much better image of 
Black people than you got by reading Noddy books or Kipling's "Just So Stories" in your childhood, for example. 

The Left-Liberal journalists who were prepared to implement such a policy are very likely to have applied it to other 
issues, such as Feminism, since the Victim Coalition bracketed Blacks and Women together in their propaganda. It is 
not clear if Malcolm X was inventing a new policy or reflecting an existing practice amongst his friends in the media. 
However, if this has been going on in parts of the media for forty years, it is bound to have had an effect ! 

This support has been instrumental in helping make Feminism an Establishment force in western countries, with a lot of 
taxpayer and private money at its disposal, irrespective of the political inclinations of the top bureaucrats and 
politicians. Feminists achieved this goal long ago in western countries, and are in the process of using the United 
Nations to penetrate the Third World. Proof of their growing power includes: 

1. the number of women's groups operating in a given country; 

2. the amount of government money they get; 

3. the amount of media coverage they receive; 

4. the number of Ministries of Women's Affairs (or the equivalent) operating in western countries; 

5. the number of Women's Studies courses paid for by public money; 
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6. the amount of Feminist-inspired legislation passed since World War II; 

7. the number of Affirmative Action programmes targeting women; 

8. the way that schools slant the teaching of women's issues (as being self-evidently justified). 

Masculists seem to have little hope (or fear) of being seen as a Left-wing protest group. This is because Feminists 
dominate the coalition that forms the backbone of left-wing parties in western countries, thereby forcing Masculists to 
seek allies on the right, though not necessarily on the extreme right. 

Compounding the problem facing men is that political correctness has become a political and economic cornucopia for 
the victim coalition, with every conceivable group lining up to get all the political and financial bounty they can. Some 
disabled groups are even starting to assert that their disability is a form of oppression by the able-bodied majority — an 
attempt to cement their place in the coalition that wields such power over the media and government coffers. 

The rich, heterosexual, Anglo-Saxon, able-bodied males connive in this resource targeting process because it both 
salves their consciences and gets them laid. Nor do they feel compelled to aid poor, heterosexual, Anglo-Saxon, able- 
bodied males (PHAMs, for short), because they are competing with them for status, money, and sex. PHAMs don't turn 
up as a group outside Congress or Parliament waving banners. But many feel that the designation process is unfair and 
resent the way designated groups use their "gravity" to bend truth and get favoured treatment. 

In the Men's Movement, there is some resentment of the fact that the only category of men who can attract publicity and 
money for their health problems are homosexuals - for AIDS research, publicity and treatment. It would be good if the 
Men's Movement could harness this homosexual political clout for the wider benefit of men's health in general. 
Unfortunately, homosexuals are seen by some Men's Movement activists as both closely allied to the Feminists and 
hostile to the traditional family. 

There is also the problem of homophobia among many Fathers' Rights activists - often expressed as a concern for 
traditional family values. For example, the Men's Centre North Shore, in Auckland, New Zealand, has refused to treat 
AIDS as a men's health issue according to a letter I received from a disappointed member of that organisation. And 
"Mankind", the United Kingdom Men's Movement, has associated itself with UK Muslims combatting the infiltration 
of homosexual values into Society. Sometimes it seems as if one has a choice between Leftists who approve of killing 
unborn babies, and Rightists who approve of discriminating against - or beating up - homosexuals. On the other hand, 
homosexuals are also wary of being associated with Men's Rights groups because they fear how their Feminist 
(especially Lesbian Feminist) allies would react. 

This affects academics and public servants, as well, since anyone who wants a university career or public service 
promotion has to sign their integrity away to the Devil of political correctness and ingratiate themselves with all the 
designated groups. (That has been my experience, but it would take another book to tell the whole story!) This gives 
members of the designated groups significant blackmail power. But it also feeds a growing anti-Left sentiment. 

Liberals find this right-wing feeling inexplicable. They don't understand how they help propagate right-wing extremism 
by their own actions! Poor white males are, at times, liable to get fed up with this hypocrisy and unfairness, and that is 
where modern would-be Hitlers can be expected to draw their core support from. (See 

www.backlash.com/book/cycle.html for similar insights). Affirmative action ("positive" discrimination) involves quota 
systems for university enrollments, public service jobs, etc. Some liberals admit this is unfair to individuals who would 
have just scraped in under an unbiased system, but who are of the wrong sex or race to qualify. Yet they favour this 
racist, sexist system because they've got what they want from life, their own children are bright enough or well enough 
connected to get on okay in life, and because of its imagined long-term social effects: 

Politically Correct Distortions 

But political correctness does have victims: those people whom the MUC define as "oppressors," thereby making them 
into scapegoats, persecuted with the blessing of the Establishment. I am not for one second denying that some of these 
people may indeed have been guilty of carrying out some form of oppression. My point is that all groups tend to 
oppress all other groups, given the chance. Political correctness acts as a smokescreen for certain forms of oppression 
by taking it for granted only particular scapegoat groups are capable of oppression. 

Ethnic majorities are much more reluctant to make concessions to ethnic minorities than men are to women — i.e., men 
need women in a way that ethnic majorities don't need minorities - so the situation of women is not identical to that of 
ethnic minorities. 

Western "human rights" legislation seldom deals with issues such as free speech, due process of law, and so on. The 
New Zealand Human Rights Commission, for example has a focus on "Designated Groups" - i.e. groups recognized by 
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the Establishment as oppressed or disadvantaged. Their aims are very commendable: to prevent anyone oppressing and 
scapegoating minority groups. The classic, prototypical, most repeatedly publicised case of such oppression is, of 
course, Nazi Germany. 

The Nazis, who thought they were the Master Race, persecuted the Jews and other groups. Certainly most of us agree 
that the Nazis were very bad, but in the left/liberal paradigm of "oppressor = bad, oppressed = good," this meant Jews 
were presumed by definition to be good. 

But some Jews believe they are God's Chosen People; and how different is this from the Nazis believing they were the 
Master Race? As far as I can see, both ideas are equally racist. This in no way excuses the Nazis, but it adds much 
needed perspective: every ethnic group has members who are racist. Today, however, only the racism of members of 
the white majorities in western countries attracts much publicity or self-flagellation. 

For example, when I was teaching Mandarin, the national language of China (the World's most populous nation) in New 
Zealand, a country of fewer than 4 million inhabitants, I seemed to be the only one who thought that my job was 
language-teaching. Everyone else (from the local Cantonese community, who usually didn't even know Mandarin, to 
export-oriented farmers, to retired diplomats, to the business community) thought that my job was being deferential to 
Chinese people. Even the Laotians and Eurasians I knew seemed to think that they were my boss ! 

However, I worked in the same building as the Indian High Commission, and I found that the Indians I came across 
there had a different attitude: on occasions when I was having a difference of opinion with my Chinese colleagues, I 
suddenly became very popular with these Indians - 1 don't know if this was because there were some Indians on the staff 
of my school who took an interest in such things. 

What happens in western countries is that ethnic minorities, whose members routinely discriminate against one another 
in their countries of origin, join forces to assert their rights against the majority in their adopted country. This majority 
lumps them all together as "Africans" or "Latin Americans," "Pacific Islanders" or "Asians," so that is how they start 
thinking of themselves. This also happens to other groups such as New Zealanders and Australians abroad. They get 
lumped together as "Colonials," "Antipodeans," or whatever, and so they end up playing down what divides them and 
concentrating on what they have in common. At home, on the other hand, these two nations engage in continuous - 
though mostly friendly - rivalry. 

The majority in a liberal democracy can exert its collective power only at elections (i.e., once in three, four, or five 
years), and at referendums. And even at elections it cannot choose individual policies - just packages of policies, 
wrapped up in the manifestoes or platforms of particular parties. Those parties may or may not actually implement 
particular parts of their manifestoes once in power. So the majority is not very powerful in any purely electoral way. 

Individual members of the majority can and do discriminate against minorities, but individual members of minorities 
can and do also discriminate against members of the majority and of other minorities, as well. In New Zealand, for 
example, an ethnically South Asian Race Relations Conciliator, Mr. Rajen Prasad, ruled that Maoris had discriminated 
against two White students in a Polytechnic course in 1998. This must have upset Maori members of the governing 
coalition, because the Race Relations Conciliator had his budget cut and has been unable to follow up complaints since 
that time - at least, I think that is the explanation for his failure to reply to a letter in which I complained about 
discrimination by some Asians ! 

Also, in many countries Asian minorities (like the Jews and the Armenians in certain countries) often have a higher 
average income than the majority, and that gives those minorities behind-the-scenes power (which is part of what makes 
minorities such as the Chinese, Jews, and Armenians unpopular in some countries). Again, I have experiences along 
those general lines which it would take another book to relate. Ethnic sources tell me the Jews are the most powerful 
ethnic lobby in the USA (after the African-Americans). An Iranian who had once been a US resident also claimed the 
Jews control the media in the States. Are they anti-Semitic, or simply telling the truth as seen through eyes unclouded 
by white guilt? 

Between elections, it is the pressure groups, the media, the government bureaucracy, the President or Prime Minister, 
Cabinet, the government Caucus and the Congress or Parliament who have the real power. And Presidents, Prime 
Ministers, and Cabinets, as we know, do not always keep the promises that got them elected. 

True, members of minorities experience the dominance of the values and symbols of the majority in many aspects of 
their daily lives. Many find this irksome, even oppressive, as they find their own values and symbols more appealing 
and even superior to the (to them) alien majority. This is the common experience of expatriates of all types in all 
countries. Majorities also experience much better-publicised mirror-image feelings toward the minorities in their midst, 
of course. 
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In short, political correctness provides a simplified, stereotyped view of the relationship between minorities and 
majorities. Being action-oriented, it requires good guys and bad guys, so it can help the good guys and punish the bad 
guys. In the politically correct scheme of things, majorities are bad guys and minorities are good guys. End of story - 
except we have promoted women from majority to minority status, so they can be good guys, too. 

Oppression and Pluralism 

One of the fundamental principles of Western culture, of course, is Pluralism, which presumes competing interests. 
However, it may be that the excesses of Feminism will inspire another look at the virtues and vices of Pluralism. The 
Feminist view of oppression is simplistic in the extreme. In her book Polity and Group Difference: A Critique of the 
Ideal of Universal Citizenship, Iris Young argues that, since some groups are relatively privileged while others are 
oppressed, a political structure based on universality merely reinforces that inequality. She makes a case for a pressure- 
group society (a society composed of competing pressure-groups) - the very opposite of the "melting-pot" concept. 

"First, the ideal that the activities of citizenship express or create a general will that transcends the particular 
differences of group affiliation, situation and interest has in practice excluded groups judged not capable of 
adopting that general point of view; the idea of citizenship as expressing a general will has tended to enforce a 
homogeneity of citizens.... Thus I argue that the inclusion and participation of everyone in public discussion and 
decision making requires mechanisms for group representation. Second, where differences in capacities, culture, 
values, and behavioural styles exist among groups, but some of these groups are privileged, strict adherence to a 
principle of equal treatment tends to perpetuate oppression or disadvantage." (ibid, 118) 

What strikes me about this is not so much what the author says as her unspoken assumptions hidden behind such words 
as "emancipatory" and "oppressed." These assumptions are what I want to examine and question, as much as the actual 
assertions that Feminists make. Her ideas amount to the retrospective justification of a process which is already well 
underway in western countries - a process which (I would argue) has led to injustices against men (among other 
groups). So it is useful to follow the course of her argument and evaluate it against the background of the consequences 
of actually implementing the ideas she advocates. 

Young's basic argument is that universal citizenship is all well and good in itself, but it is not a panacea for all social 
ills, though she does not come right out and say this in so many words. Rather, she formulates her thesis by claiming 
certain political tendencies (those she believes flow from the notion of universal citizenship) are "in tension with" other 
aspects of this notion. My strong reservations about her proposal are based on the following facts: 

1. This emphasis on groups diminishes the influence, power and significance of the individual; 

2. Members of one or several pressure-groups representing the so-called "oppressed" (e.g. disabled Lesbian Feminist 

ethnic minority trade unionists), possess more power than those who belong to no, or few pressure-groups; 

3. There is no guarantee that the pressure-groups set up to represent "oppressed" groups actually represent groups which 

are in fact oppressed (e.g. Feminists have formed countless pressure-groups on the dubious grounds that women are 
oppressed, yet there are relatively few groups to represent men, who also have a case to be considered oppressed); 
4. Individuals, seeing everyone around them rediscovering their ethnic roots, are compelled to become more 

ethnocentric than before because the prime focus of political expression has become the group - particularly the 
ethnic group; 

5. People of mixed race who have lost touch with their cultural roots are forced to assume rather artificial allegiances - 

emphasising one part of their ancestry, at the expense of other parts; 

6. Encouraging such pressure-group politics accentuates the centrifugal forces that are always present in every society 

and this pushes societies toward civil discord and strife. 

Young's argument depends heavily on the standard liberal/left consensus (as expounded in western universities) about 
the phenomenon of oppression, since a major thread of her basic argument against the notion of universal citizenship is 
that society contains groups which are oppressed, in the sense that group members are unable to make their political 
influence felt as much as members of other groups are able to do. 

According to Young, a group is oppressed when one or more of the following conditions occurs to all or a large portion 
of its members: (1) the benefits of their work or energy go to others without those others reciprocally benefiting them 
(exploitation); (2) They are excluded from participation in major social activities, which in our society means primarily 
a workplace (marginalization); (3) they live and work under the authority of others, and have little work autonomy and 
authority over others themselves (powerlessness); (4) as a group they are stereotyped at that same time that their 
experience and situation is invisible in the society in general, and they have little opportunity and little audience for the 
expression of their experience and perspective on social events (cultural imperialism); (5) group members suffer 
random violence and harassment motivated by group hatred or fear." (Young 1990,128) 
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Young (ibid) goes on to list the various groups in the United States which she considers oppressed. The list is headed by 
women, and includes various ethnic groups, plus gays, lesbians, the poor, the working class, the aged, and the disabled. 

The Miriam-Webster Dictionary defines "oppression" as "unjust or cruel exercise of power or authority." Not all of 
Young's five criteria genuinely isolate actual oppression. They are designed to fit the situation of women in society, as 
she sees it. Her fifth criterion, for example, is too loosely worded to be useful — harassment comes in various forms, 
physical, verbal, emotional and mental, and it is not true only the dominant groups in society are ever in a position to 
harass others. Her second and third criteria, likewise, have a lot to do with women, but little to do with oppression as it 
is usually understood. 

Indeed, by Young's definition many women oppress men. In terms of criterion (1), men who fight in the front line in 
wartime, exposing themselves to fear, physical and psychological privations, and the possibility of injury, mutilation, 
paralysis and/or death, are being exploited and oppressed by women. The situation is particularly clear-cut where 
women have/had the vote in the country concerned, and so helped to vote in the government which ordered the 
mobilisation of troops; if there were women in the government who made the decision - and especially if women make 
up a majority of the electorate, or the Head of Government or Head of State is a woman. In recent history, the Falklands 
War comes to mind - it came about when in Britain the Head of State, Head of Government, and the majority of the 
electorate were all women. The majority of those who died were men. 

The former state of Yugoslavia was western in its culture, but the civil war there between Serbians, Croats and Muslims 
was fought largely by male conscripts (of course). There has been no sign of Feminists demanding equality of 
compulsory military service with men on the battlefields there. Feminist demands regarding military service are 
generally limited to the right to a career in the military for women who volunteer. Compulsion is only for men, as far as 
Feminists are concerned. Moreover, there has also been no sign of the women in the various communities being more 
willing than their menfolk to adopt a pacifist stance when attacked. 

The only sign of women being involved in the fighting was one story about a single woman sniper. A sniper, of course, 
is a relatively safe combatant - even so, this woman was picked out by the media because she was such an exception to 
the rule that only men were doing the fighting. No doubt some of the press also had a hidden pro-Feminist agenda, and 
were trying to convey the visual impression that women were doing some of the dangerous fighting - without actually 
putting that lie into words. 

The case of Israel is often cited as one country where women are conscripted alongside men. But there, too, it is the 
men who do the actual front-line fighting - not the women. 

Young's Criterion 4 (cultural imperialism) also applies to men, to varying degrees in many western countries. As a 
group, men in such countries are stereotyped by Feminists and the MUC (Media University Complex) as potential 
rapists and murderers - not to mention child-abusers and wife-beaters ! At the same time their experiences and 
situation as men are invisible to society in general. They have little opportunity and little audience for the expression of 
their experiences and perspectives on social events (cultural imperialism), since there are relatively few pressure groups 
which represent men's interests. 

The Foreword to the New Zealand Human Rights Commission's "Equal Employment Opportunities Manual" states 
"Men who are not within the target groups (the various ethnic and other minority groups) are not included for special 
consideration in the manual." So any men wanting to claim they were being disadvantaged, compared to women in 
some particular workplace, would not even be able to file their claim, let alone prove it. 

But can men be disadvantaged? Yes, they can: keep in mind there are some professions, such as primary and preschool 
teaching, where the workforce is overwhelmingly female. There are many men who would rather teach children than 
work as a carpenter on a dangerous construction site. One reason they don't, of course, is that the pay is better for 
working in the construction industry. The pay is better for the purely economic reason that no one would work in such a 
dangerous, unglamorous job, otherwise - not because women's work is undervalued, as Feminists claim. Also, women 
force men to focus on money more than job-satisfaction because most women prefer to date, mate and marry men with 
money - not men with satisfying, though low paying, careers. 

Has Equal Opportunity equalized opportunities? 

In this context, I went to this Human Rights Commission to complain about an all-female courier firm that was reported 
in a newspaper as saying they would never hire men. As it turned out, I was not the first to complain, but the woman I 
spoke to at the Commission thought it sufficient to report that the firm said it had been misquoted. 

However, she went on to claim that male-dominated management in some companies sometimes interview women just 
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for appearances' sake - having no intention of hiring a woman at all. That may well be, but the implication was that she 
wasn't going to take very seriously complaints against female-dominated firms for that reason, as if two wrongs make a 
right! That is not the unbiased approach one would expect of a taxpayer-funded Human Rights Commission, and this 
bias is a result of men being an invisible minority in society. I have corresponded with the Human Rights Commission 
on various matters since then, and I am certain it is nothing more or less than a Feminist power-base. 

Young's fifth criterion (suffering random violence and harassment ) also applies to men: I have been physically attacked 
and harassed by Feminazis (in a female-dominated and left-wing dominated workplace) who wanted to intimidate a 
potential Masculist activist and to censor the expression of views such as those expressed in the present book. 

Feminist proposals 

Young makes her alternative proposals explicit as follows: 

"I assert, then, the following principle: a democratic public, however that is constituted, should provide 
mechanisms for the effective representation and recognition of the distinct voices and perspectives of those of its 
constituent groups that are oppressed or disadvantaged within it. Such group representation implies institutional 
mechanisms and public resources supporting three activities: (1) self-organisation of group members so that they 
gain a sense of collective empowerment and a reflective understanding of their collective experience and 
interests in the context of the society; (2) voicing a group's analysis of how social policy proposals affect them, 
and generating policy proposals themselves, in institutionalized contexts where decision makers are obliged to 
show that they have taken these perspectives into consideration; (3) having veto power regarding specific 
policies that affect a group directly, for example, reproductive rights for women, or use of reservation lands for 
Native Americans." (ibid, 128-129) 

The main problem with the above approach is, as Young admits, the question of exactly how a society is to determine 
which groups are oppressed or disadvantaged. She does provide a working definition of the notion of oppression itself, 
but there remains the problem of the lack of an objective mechanism which a given society can employ to determine 
who this definition applies to in its own case. 

Young works within a liberal/left university context, with a ruling consensus about who the oppressors and oppressed 
are in a given society - i.e., the victim coalition of women, homosexuals, ethnic/racial minorities, and the disabled. This 
is an often simplistic consensus, as no group is completely powerless, and any group is liable to use what power it does 
have to carry out whatever level of oppression it is capable of, in particular contexts. This consensus is also oppressive 
in itself, since it makes it difficult for groups which have not been awarded the much coveted "oppressed and 
disadvantaged" label from persuading anyone of the seriousness of their claims to this status — particularly if the 
consensus has already stigmatised them with the "oppressor" label. 

Men have great difficulty being accepted (on the basis of claims they are being oppressed by women) into the "coalition 
of oppressed groups" (a.k.a., the victim coalition), since women have long been one of the cornerstones of this group 
and won their status on the basis of claiming men oppress them! Yet, as we have seen, men are oppressed in terms of 
three of Young's five criteria: exploitation, cultural imperialism, and suffering violence and harassment. 

Media Propaganda and Power 

At the beginning of this chapter, we talked about the power of one man with a chainsaw in a forest. In the previous 
section, we talked about oppression, which is one type of misuse of power by one person or group, to the detriment of 
another person or group. Power is what politics is all about, and all issues surrounding men's and women's rights have 
to do with power. 

So, what exactly is power? Power is the ability to do what you want, and/or to get other people to do what you want 
them to do. Some people might make a distinction between these two sorts of power by saying the ability to do what 
you want is "autonomy," and "power" has to do only with relationships between people. Unfortunately, perhaps, this is 
a rather naive viewpoint. Virtually anything you want to do involves some competition with others, or some minor or 
major decrease in their freedom of action or quality of life. So you would have to be a very powerful person indeed to 
do anything you wanted, because a lot of these activities would run into actual or potential resistance from other people. 

Socialisation is largely about learning what the limits are on your autonomy/power. Catharine MacKinnon and other 
Feminists talk about this in the context of gender as a means of limiting women's power. However, her arguments are 
one-sided and superficial, as is routinely the case with Feminist writers. Exactly how powerful was the young man 
drafted into the Vietnam War, while his sisters and girlfriend were safe at home attending Women's Studies courses and 
the like? Men and women are both socialised to accept limits to their power, and the myth of the all-powerful male is 
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one the Feminists have carefully built up to attract sympathy for women. 

The ancient Greek historian, Thucydides, had a very cynical (but valid) definition of liberty. It went something like this: 
Liberty is the ability to restrict the liberty of other people. This is equivalent to denying the validity of win-win analyses 
of political change - in other words, there are always winners and losers. 

By this interpretation, for example, the USA is the freest country on Earth - being the most free from inhibitions from 
outside forces on its foreign policy, and also being the most able to impose its interpretation of moral issues upon the 
world as a whole. Conversely, Russia is unable to enforce its interpretation of moral issues even in its own backyard 
(e.g., Bosnia and Kossovo), if its interpretation differs from that of the USA. Russia has had to bow to the economic 
power of the USA, who would not be willing to help Russia in its economic weakness were Russia too independent in 
the line it took on Kossovo, for example. And, also in Kossovo, the Serbs were once "free" to oppress the Albanians and 
to protect the gypsies, but (at time of this writing) the Albanians have become "free" to oppress the Serbs and the 
gypsies. 

Conventional 20th Century liberalism amounts, in practice, to seeking out oppressed groups and increasing their 
autonomy. The classic example of this was the Treaty of Versailles, which ended the First World War and redrew the 
map of Europe along largely ethnic lines — breaking up the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Unfortunately, when this formula 
is applied to internal politics, what you end up with is a rump minority of underprivileged people who fall into none of 
the categories targeted for extra compassion and/or resources. The other groups are all organised and have the ear of the 
media and the politicians, leaving this rump disorganised, unempowered, virtually disenfranchised and at the mercy of 
the "liberated" minorities, in political terms. In other words, the victim coalition gained liberation by enslaving the 
silent majority. 

Suddenly, our democracies begin to look more like dictatorships. In a dictatorship, it might seem that one person does 
whatever he/she wants and has absolute autonomy/power. That is not quite true. Dictators are lucky if they have even a 
brief period when they can do absolutely whatever they like. Then they have to start looking over their shoulder and 
under their bed for potential threats to themselves and their country. To combat these actual or potential threats, 
Dictators have to be proactive. They have to form personal and international alliances, placate people, groups of people 
and states. They also have to create and disseminate propaganda to persuade people to agree with them (using the news 
media, among other tools). 

What distinguishes a dictatorship from a democracy? The major difference, of course, is the method of bringing about a 
change of government. Julius Caesar, Benito Mussolini and Adolf Hitler are well-known examples of European 
dictators whose rule ended violently. Caesar was extremely popular with sections of his people. It was the elite, rather 
than his lesser subjects, who found it necessary to assassinate him - even though by then they were too late to restore 
the republic. 

But the point of similarity between democracies and dictatorships I want to concentrate on here is the use of propaganda 
and the news media. The news media are very powerful, as Goebbels knew. He was aware of the need to conceal the 
"art" of the media professional from the audience by using historical analogies rather than making blatant political 
propaganda. Similarly, the modern western media propagandizes by choosing what to cover and what questions to ask, 
rather than by being blatantly biased in the presentation of what it does cover. The problem for politically incorrect 
causes such as Men's Rights has been how to get covered at all. 

If there were various sources of news, if they had very different viewpoints and if they all had an almost equal share of 
the "market," the problem would not be great. In many small countries, however, the vast majority of the population 
gets its major news and political commentary from one single source. Cable television and satellite television, with their 
dozens of channels were rare on the international scene until fairly recently. Regardless, the western mass media 
expresses few points of view, especially on prime-time television. Political correctness dominates because that is the 
mindset of most journalists. 

What is particularly interesting about the Jews, in this context, is how they are labeled victims in their role as a minority 
in western countries - and so they get very little negative press from journalists who fear being branded anti-Semitic. 
Indeed, they have so much power they are often able to suppress the dissemination of information on the Nazi Genocide 
that they disagree with. The Armenians have no comparable power to suppress Turkish Revisionism that denies the 
Turkish Genocide of the Armenians, for example. But, as the saying goes, "those who do not learn from history are 
condemned to relive it." Since Zionist activists do not allow us uncensored access to information about every aspect of 
the German Nazi Genocide of the Jews and what led up to it, we can never really understand what the causes were. If 
we can't establish the causes, how can we prevent it from happening again? 

But Jews in Israel are seen as "oppressors" of the Palestinians, and so they get some bad press in the West for that role! 
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I am sympathetic towards former Likud Party Prime Ministers (such as Benyamin Netanyahu) of Israel when they 
complained about anti-Israeli media bias. It's not so much that I agree with their policies - it's just that they, like 
Masculists, come up so often against the wall of simple-minded media bias that they feel there's almost no point in 
fighting it head-on. 

Another case in point is Bosnia, where the western media has been biased against the Serbs. Martin Bell was a famous 
BBC television reporter who argued within the BBC against their official policy of neutrality. He eventually left the 
BBC and went into politics. I heard him in an interview referring to the Bosnian Serbs as the "bad guys." His intonation 
made it clear he meant to have scare-quotes around the phrase, but it is also clear that that was how the western media - 
and hence the western world - actually saw the Bosnian Serbs. 

People often say things like "Knowledge is Power" or "Information is Power," but they seldom seem to realize this 
applies to politics as well as to everything else. The Media - particularly before the advent of the Internet - controlled 
information. This seems to have gone to their heads, in many cases. Some media people have acquired star status. They 
have seen populist or right-wing politicians criticise the media, yet they are not aware of their own bias. 

Another example is the well-known Feminist author, Susan Faludi. According to Laura Taflinger, 

"Faludi thinks a journalist's job is to create social change by educating people and taking the time to investigate 
things. A journalist needs to be passionate about a cause, she says." 
(www.dnai.com/~ljtaflin/FEMJOUR/faludi.html) 

In the former Yugoslavia, the Serbs and the Croats had virtually the same spoken language (called "Serbo-Croat"), but 
the Serbs wrote in the Cyrillic alphabet (like the Russians and the Bulgarians) while the Croats used the Roman 
alphabet. Whether this was cause or effect (or both), I am not sure, but it is clear the Serbs had closer relationships to 
eastern Europe, and the Croats (to the extent the Cold War allowed) had closer relationships to western Europe. This 
made it almost inevitable that the western media would have an anti-Serb bias - which was exacerbated by the fact that 
these media people were mostly based in Sarajevo, in anti-Serb territory. 

I am not excusing Serb atrocities. But the agenda of the Serbs appeared to be to be independent from the Croats and 
Muslims. The United Nations and the media, dominated by western interests, decided on a contrary agenda of forcing 
the three parties to live together in one country (Bosnia). Faced with the world community's hostile agenda, it is not 
surprising how some Bosnian Serbs may have acted like cornered animals. 

Conclusion 

With a few exceptions, the Feminist viewpoint now dominates the main news sources throughout the USA, Canada, 
Europe, Australia, South Africa, and New Zealand. This gives them the kind of influence that borders on the power to 
dictate what we read, see and hear on the subject. This raises the question, what has become of our democratic ideals? 

Any person or political movement that aspires to fight the values that have been absorbed into the bosom of the 
Politically Correct needs to understand the power of the Media University Complex and the way it carries out its 
indoctucation. The PC scenario we live within is Orwellian in its disregard and contempt for truth. Hence, this book. 
Like all wars, the Sex War will be won by proceeding from analysis to strategy, from strategy to tactics, and from 
tactics to action. 
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CHAPTER 14 

THE FRONTMAN FALLACY 
What is Men's Rights About ? 

Men's Rights is the ideology according to which men have intrinsic rights that are often denied them in contemporary 
Western culture — indeed, according to this view, society does not usually recognize that men, as men, even have rights. 
Feminists in western countries have, over about 200 years (since Wollstonecraft), established as a given the thesis that 
society is male-dominated and oppresses women. This is the meta-issue that Men's Rights activists raise, as a logical 
(but not necessarily practical) precondition to the raising of various specific issues. 

Men's Rights proponents consider that Feminists have argued for "equality" in respect of self -selected issues only, — 
using ad hoc (and seldom explicit) definitions of "equality" that they developed themselves, rather than (for example) 
calling a conference of all interested parties for the purpose of clarifying the issues. It is argued that Feminists have not 
sought gender equality on issues such as child custody, the decision to abort one's unborn child, compulsory military 
service, unsegregated professional sports, law enforcement relating to domestic violence, funding for men's and 
women's groups, Men's Studies vs Women's Studies, ministries of Men's Affairs to complement ministries of Women's 
Affairs, and health research funding, etc.. 

Many Men's Rights activists also criticise Feminism for relying on a restricted view of political power, whereby a count 
of the relative numbers of men and women in important decision-making positions suffices to determine whether men 
or women are the more powerful. Men's Rights proponents point out that there are many other sorts of political power - 
e.g. control over the information and stereotypes that decision-makers rely on as the basis of their decisions. This 
information and these stereotypes, in the West, are largely under the control of Hollywood, the mass media, the 
education sector, and the bureaucracies - which are all strongly influenced by Feminist ideology, if not actually female- 
dominated. 

The term "Masculism" (aka "Masculinism" or "Virism") may be used interchangeably with "Men's Rights", but 
conservatives in the Men's Rights scene often reserve the term "Masculism" for the liberal branch of the Men's Rights 
movement (as epitomised by ex-Feminist author Warren Farrell). Liberal Masculists (such as Farrell or Rod van 
Mechelen) take the position that Feminist aspirations to gender equality should be taken at face value, and men made 
equal to women in those areas where women are over-privileged. Conservatives (such as Richard Doyle, and religious 
individuals and organisations such as the Promise Keepers) would prefer to return to a traditional division of labour 
between the sexes. 

The response of Feminists to the Men's Rights movement has not generally been to respond to Men's Rights at the 
ideological level. Rather, they have either ignored this movement, publicised new issues (e.g. eating disorders) where 
women might plausibly be shown to be disadvantaged, and/or tried to deny Men's Rights activists access to the media 
and publishers and influence in education systems and bureaucracies. 

The Frontman Fallacy is the mistaken belief that people (men, specifically) in positions of authority in democratic 
systems use their power mainly to benefit the categories of people (the category of men, in particular) that they belong 
to. In western countries, male leaders are accessible only to a very small portion of their constituency (women's groups, 
among them) and they tend ignore appeals from men's groups. 

In fact, we don't have to look any further than President Bill Clinton for a perfect example of a Frontman. He was so 
pro-Feminist that the main thing which prevented him from being impeached for perjury about his extra-marital affair 
with Monica Lewinsky was the organised support of the Feminist movement. The Feminists were grateful for his 
support on abortion, bringing homosexuals into the armed forces - in fact, his across-the-board support of all their 
causes. But, once Hilary Clinton had got her Senate seat and Bill Clinton had left the White House, the Feminists told 
their contacts in the media to stop supporting him, and the media then started to denigrate him, as they should have done 
long before. 

For all its power, however, Feminism is basically a brain-dead ideology that achieved its remarkable victories through a 
combination of bullying, blatant lies, simple-minded distortions and emotional blackmail, rather than on the intellectual 
merits of its arguments. Kate Millett, for example, is a very important name in the intellectual history of modern 
Feminism, yet her reasoning is rife with errors: 

"If one takes patriarchal government to be the institution whereby that half of the populace which is female is 
controlled by that half which is male, the principles of patriarchy appear to be twofold: male shall dominate 
female, elder male shall dominate younger." (Kate Millett, 1972: Sexual Politics. London: Abacus. Page 25). 
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That is Millett's definition of patriarchy. Her crucial point is the notion of "control." What Millett means by this term is 
made clear as follows: 

"(O)ur society ... is a patriarchy. The fact is evident at once if one recalls that the military, industry, technology, 
universities, science, political office, and finance - in short, every avenue of power within the society, including 
the coercive force of the police, is entirely in male hands." (ibid, page 25). 

It is a good rule of thumb that, if you want to look for the weaknesses in someone's argument, find sentences starting 
with words such as "evident," "evidently," "obvious," or "obviously." These flag the weak assumptions the 
writer/speaker needs to prop up with confident-sounding language. In this case, the weakness is the fact that there is a 
large number of males in these professions does not logically imply they are "controlling" women any more than they 
are controlling other men. Men may occupy many high-status positions, but they comprise the majority in very many 
low-status occupations, as well. More importantly, if the "coercive force of the police" is directed mainly at women, 
why do men constitute the overwhelming majority arrested by the police? 

Feminists assume that male officials usually promote the interests of men over those of women, which is seldom the 
case. True, male officials may at times have been unaware of a female perspective on certain issues, but this was 
counterbalanced by paternalistic chivalry, which has led male officials to treat women more leniently than men. 
Nowadays, in Western societies, Feminist propaganda is the ruling ideology, and few male officials are unaware of 
Feminist positions on everything under the sun - whereas pro-male viewpoints are either derided or ignored. At the 
same time, male chivalry has hardly decreased, and Male Feminists are anti-male, so that women now have it both 
ways. 

Female feminist officials, on the other hand, use their power almost exclusively to benefit females. For example, New 
Zealand Minister of Women's Affairs, Christine Fletcher, used her power to establish the position of Women's Health 
Officer in her Ministry. She did this without the slightest attempt to prove women have greater health needs than men, 
who certainly don't have any "Men's Health Officer." This sexist woman just felt "passionate" about the issue, and that 
was that! 

Fact is, we can make a case that democratic countries are actually matriarchies, and male politicians are the paid 
servants of Feminists. The litmus test is whether the (mainly male) politicians enact legislation favouring men's interests 
more than women's interests. What we find is that during the last two hundred years western history is peppered with 
examples of mainly male governments enacting legislation benefiting women more than men. Since the late 18th 
Century, mainly male governments have enacted legislation giving women the vote, according women equal pay with 
men, liberalising abortion laws to permit mass-murder of infants, increasing penalties for rape, and so forth, all without 
protecting men's interests in family, mating rituals, work-place behaviours or educational institutions. 

Vaginal politics 

Most decision-makers in society's political institutions may be men, but they have done and do little for men and much 
for women. Why? 

Male decision-makers are subject to pressure from individual women (friends, family members, etc.), as well as female 
pressure-groups. Feminism created the slogan, "the personal is political," thereby turning many a bedroom into a 
battleground, forcing men to choose between their marriage and their principles, between love and integrity, between 
wealth and poverty. Feminist policies also contributed much to the increase in two-income families. While employers' 
need for workers grew at about the same gradual pace it had always grown at, the supply of workers almost doubled 
over the span of a few years. Wages stagnated while profits grew and the male executives who prospered as a result 
have a vested interest in perpetuating the Feminist system and catering to Feminist sexism. 

Here is an example of Male Feminist behaviour: at a regional meeting I attended of teacher union representatives, the 
chairman, who was the male partner of a high-profile Feminist teacher, started the meeting by telling us on which floors 
the toilets were, and saying, dead-pan, there were combination-locks on the women's toilets, but not the men's, because 
men were too stupid to operate combination locks! No one protested this blatantly sexist remark, but as he gazed across 
the room he received a glance of affirmation for his Uncle Tom-like behaviour from the women. Imagine the enraged 
reaction had he said women were too stupid to operate combination-locks. 

How can they get away with such behavior? Where are the groups speaking on behalf of men? Women's pressure 
groups far outnumber men's. For example, as of December, 1999, a search at Alta Vista for "men's rights" produced 
2,256 pages/results while searching for "women's rights" produced 39,527 pages/results - 17V2 times as many. Evidence 
of just how much Feminists dominate gender-issues: men's voices in this area are virtually silenced by the 
overwhelming pressure Feminists bring to bear on male decision-makers. On this basis, one could almost suggest 
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women have about 17V2 times as much power as men in western societies. 
There are various forms of power in Society: 



1 . the power of decision-makers, such as politicians, judges and juries; 

2. the potential military and police power to apply armed force; 

3. the power of the media to cover and package (or ignore) issues as they see fit; 

4. the power of the educationalists to inculcate values they believe in; 

5. the power of pressure-groups to influence the media, politicians and the bureaucracy; 

6. the power of bureaucrats to interpret legislation and regulations, and discriminate against certain clients. 



This last sort of power is also now largely in the hands of women: the December 1998 New Zealand Household Labour 
Force Survey, for example, shows men concentrated in employment categories involving working with objects, whereas 
women are concentrated in occupations dealing with members of the public. This pattern is likely to be the same all 
over the western world. 

Men outnumber women in: 



1. Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishing by 107,300 to 49,900; 

2. Manufacturing by 195,700 to 86,300; 

3. Construction by 104,300 to 12,500, and 

4. Transport, Storage, and Communication by 70,300 to 34,000. 

On the other hand, women outnumber men in: 

1. Education by 89,600 to 41,000, and 

2. Health and Community Services by 98,400 to 23,100. 



In Other categories ("Wholesale and Retail Trade, etc.", "Business and Financial Services," "Other Services", and "Not 
Specified"), men and women were present in roughly equal numbers. This gives women disproportionate power in 
administering and interpreting - on a daily basis — the rules and regulations affecting the lives of men, women and 
children. Whenever a man or boy comes into contact with a social worker, court psychologist, teacher, etc., that person 
will probably be a woman, or - even if not actually a woman - a member of a female-dominated profession with a hefty 
bias against men. 

Misandry in the mainstream 

Nowadays, Feminism is so mainstream that Mussolini's granddaughter, the leader of a Neo-Fascist party, described 
herself as a Feminist. However, 20th Century Feminism originally tacked itself onto the back of the Left in general, and 
Marxism in particular. This is the part of the political spectrum which loves to use the word "oppression." 

Feminists rely heavily on the Frontman Fallacy. They point to the number of male decision-makers as evidence the 
political system favours men. This argument is extremely superficial and has flourished only because of the lack of 
intellect, objectivity and male input into Gender Studies. Hence, Women's Studies is really an ideology rather than an 
academic discipline. 

Ideologies are akin to religion. Like religions, an ideology such as Feminism or Marxism is compatible with more or 
less any state of affairs in the real world. All theologians and ideologues worth their salt can explain virtually any 
apparent counterexample, if necessary, as being irrelevant to their beliefs, and therefore compatible with them. 
However, religions have an other-worldliness that gives them greater durability than ideologies. Political, economic and 
military failures tend to be blamed on governments and their ideologies more often than on religions. So ideologies 
come and go. 

Marxism is no longer the force it used to be. Feminism has been around longer than Marxism, and is bound to be 
weakened by the virtual demise of Marxism because of the de facto alliance between the two (e.g., The Dialectic of 
Sex: The Case for Feminist Revolution, Shulamith Firestone, 1971). Feminism started off as an underdog ideology, but 
has long since become firmly entrenched in the establishment. This is helping remove the blinders from all the men 
conned by their claims of oppression. In fact, I am quite pleased that New Zealand (at time of this writing) has a female 
Governor-General, a female Prime Minister, a female leader of the main opposition party, a female Chief Justice, and a 
female head of Telecom, the country's largest company, because it makes it harder for the Feminists to portray all 
women as victims of the "Patriarchy". As the Feminists consolidate their power, people will see them as the 
establishment. With that kind of status comes the glaring scrutiny they have avoided so far, and this cannot help but 
contribute to their eventual demise. 
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The comparison of women with oppressed minorities has generally been done in a completely unbalanced way. Their 
hunt for similarities between women and genuine minority groups has been more than a little biased. The obvious 
differences between women and genuinely oppressed minorities, on the other hand, have been determinedly overlooked. 
For example: 

1. women are a numerical majority in most electorates; 

2. they have a greater life-expectancy than men; 

3. much more research is done into their diseases than male diseases; 

4. Gynecology is a medical field in its own right, but specifically male diseases are hidden away in Urology; in most 

universities; 

5. women have the vote but do not have to do military or alternative service in countries where men have to do this — 

e.g. Germany and the United States — nor are they drafted into the front line (even in Israel); 

6. women are much more likely to get custody of children on separation and divorce; 

7. many more men than women are in jail, even when women live unscathed on the proceeds of their male partners' 

crimes. 

Feminists believe their own lies. So they almost never seek equality with men in areas where men are at a disadvantage 
compared to women - how many demonstrations have you heard of demanding that women be subject to the draft on 
the same basis as men? Certainly, many Feminists are ruthless in using their positions of power to advance their cause. 
Until this changes, is it really a good thing to promote even more women into positions of even greater power? As the 
"False Prophet" says: 

There's no use in exalting the humble and the meek. They don't remain humble and meek once they're exalted. 
(Martin Burke, the "False Prophet," — formerly at: www.tribal.com/newtrib/inter3.htm) 

Feminism is now so much part of the establishment in the West that it is hard for people - particularly those who have 
undergone a conventional university indoctucation - to imagine any alternative world-view. One of the few contexts in 
which such alternative world views can be glimpsed is the following description of the debate that preceded the setting 
up of an "Introduction to Feminist Theory" course at an American University in the early 1980s: 

"About eight years ago, when I decided to develop at Williams College a course entitled "Introduction to 
Feminist Theory," several of my colleagues had two predominant and for the most part inconsistent reactions. 
One colleague branded the course "a political polemic." It turned out that he saw feminist theory as a monolithic 
ideology into which unsuspecting students would be indoctrinated. Another colleague criticised the course for 
almost the opposite reasons: He saw nothing theoretical about feminist theory at all. Echoing many early critics 
of feminist thought, he described it as a random mixture of complaints pointing out, but scarcely analyzing, the 
subjugation of women." (Tong: Feminist Thought: a Comprehensive Introduction, Boulder, Colorado: Westview 
Press, 1989, p. 1) 

Rosemarie Tong won the argument, and students at Williams College (as elsewhere) would hear little more of 
arguments against Feminism; instead, many semi-unsuspecting students were indeed indoctrinated into an ideology 
which, though not at all monolithic, was based on the axiom that women are oppressed, and was dedicated to the 
liberation of women from this supposed oppression. 

There is some validity, also, to the criticism that Feminism is not so much a theory (or group of related theories) as an 
unsystematic collection of complaints (or "organised nagging"). 

"(T)he feminists' attack on males is also one of the strongest indictments of science and the scientific method 
that it is possible to make. On generous scientific grounds, it seems clear to me that the evidence which feminists 
such as Kate Millet and Ti-Grace Atkinson use to support their case is, on balance, irresponsible in its selection 
and ... narrowly and unfairly interpreted..." (Tiger: Male Dominance? Yes, Alas. A sexist Plot ? No, reprinted in 
Ruth (1980), p. 205). 

The intellectual calibre of the arguments put forward by Feminists is usually very low, because they are not forced to 
defend themselves against organised, systematic criticisms from opposing schools of thought, as happens with most 
academic disciplines. The people who read what Feminists write are generally true believers already, and any 
academics who disagree are usually intimidated by fear of what Feminists can do to them or their careers if they voice 
their disagreement. So the closest analogy to a Department of Women's Studies is a Theological College. 

Another reason for the poverty of the theoretical content of Feminist thought is that Feminism is, first and foremost, a 
political movement. Like Marxism, Feminism is more interested in changing the world than analysing it. So, in most 
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cases, they don't just sit back and take a balanced and rational look at society. Rather, they do about as much rational 
analysis as they think they need to back up their political demands, or to formulate new ones. 

A third reason for the theoretical poverty of Feminism is that it is about society, which means that Feminist theory can 
only be as developed as Sociology is as a whole. Many people will agree that Sociology is far from achieving the 
scientific status of a subject like Chemistry, for example. 

Conclusion 

Feminism is an intellectually substandard body of theory, and it will not survive any sustained academic attack once the 
Frontman Fallacy is recognised for what it is. What is most lacking now among male academics is the courage to 
criticize Feminism head-on. Until that changes, denunciations of Feminism will have to come principally from female 
academics and male non-academics. 
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CHAPTER 15 

MANIFESTATIONS OF FEMINISM 
Introduction 

This chapter gives a brief survey of some historical forms of Feminism. It is not intended primarily as an attack on 
Feminism, because that has been the function of the rest of this book. Rather, it is to give an historical account of the 
Feminist ideology and political movement, which has also been known as the Women's Liberation Movement, or the 
Women's Movement. The difference between these terms is that the word "Feminism" is sometimes used to refer purely 
to a theory or ideology, whereas the terms "Women's Movement" and "Women's Liberation Movement" also refer to 
political activities. 

Individualist/Liberal Feminism 

Individualist Feminism received its first substantial formulation in Mary Wollstonecraft's A Vindication of the Rights of 
Woman (1792). This was in the tradition of 18th century Individualist social and political theory, deriving ultimately 
from John Locke's Second Treatise of Government (1689), according to which the supreme law was to be the welfare of 
the people. It was a fairly small step from that stated principle to looking at various categories of people - such as 
women - and asking what the "system" was doing to or for them. From our vantage-point, we might question the bias of 
the people who decided what categories of people to investigate, but that is another issue. 

Wollstonecraft noted that when people referred to "people" or "humans," they almost always meant men. Women were 
viewed principally in relation to men; i.e., as sexual partners and rearers of men's children, and so on. She asserted 
women must be looked on primarily as people in their own right, and only secondarily as the housekeepers and wives, 
etc. of men. 

An important contention in her book is that men used education to train girls to play the dependent "womanly" roles 
men have mapped out for them. This, indeed, is a recurrent theme throughout the Feminist literature. Wollstonecraft 
demands equality of civil rights between men and women. She does not say much about political rights for women, 
though there are indications she intended to write something on that topic, too. 

John Stuart Mill's The Subjection of Women was an important 19th Century Feminist work, written under the influence 
of his late wife, Harriet Taylor. Mill's proposals are similar to those of Wollstonecraft. But he goes further, saying that 
women should have the vote. As far as employment is concerned, he too says women should be free to enter the 
occupation of their choice (including marriage and child-rearing, if that is their preferred option). 

Fundamental to Mill's philosophy, Utilitarianism, is the idea of optimizing the greatest good for the greatest number of 
people; that is, ethical priority was accorded to the greatest good of the greatest number of people. According to most 
authorities on Mill's works, the notion of "equality," which is so basic to Feminist writings in general, did not seem to 
obviously follow from Utilitarian principles. It is not logically necessary that "equality" between different groups or 
individuals in Society would inevitably be a means of producing the greatest good to the greatest number of people. 

It might be argued, for example, that some people are better at producing wealth than others. Therefore, if you want to 
maximise the wealth in a given Society, you have to accord special rights and privileges to such people in order to attain 
your overall goal of maximising the material well-being of the population as a whole. Mill had to add the principle of 
equality on almost as an afterthought before he could construct his Feminist argument. 

Nevertheless, he does try to demonstrate how everybody would benefit from granting women legal equality with men 
by arguing that the liberation of women will result in a net gain in the quantity of happiness for mankind. This is 
because, according to Locke's previous work, the "servitude" of women in marriage makes many of them miserable. He 
also says that mankind (by which he meant, in present day Feminist parlance, "humankind") will benefit if woman's full 
potential is freed, educated, and employed to the benefit of all. And marriages would be happier if men and women 
were equally well educated. He believed happiness in marriage depended on the partners being as similar and unified as 
possible. 

In the course of the nineteenth century, Feminists obtained greater educational opportunities in schools and universities 
and the admission of women to the professions. Laws relating to divorce, the property rights of married women, and 
control of children in marriage were also modified in a direction that favoured women. Moreover, by the early 20th 
Century, at the latest, women gained the franchise in most western countries. The first breakthrough for the Feminists 
came in 1869, when women got the vote in the American State of Wyoming, and the first sovereign state to grant 
women the vote was New Zealand - in 1893. However, in no country did men force women to become liable to be 
drafted into the front line, in return for getting the vote. This shows how little thinking was done about equality of rights 
and responsibilities. 
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After the franchise for women had been achieved in many countries, the Second World War intervened. This possibly 
caused a hiatus in the Feminists' political struggles, perhaps because they did not want to be forced to serve as front-line 
soldiers. Such an obligation might reasonably be expected of them had they continued agitating during the war. And 
when the war was over, people needed time to forget the men who had lost their lives and/or limbs in the War. 

But sure enough, after a decent interval, a peacetime mentality soon evolved in western societies to which the hypocrisy 
of some of the Feminist demands for "equality" did not seem so glaringly obvious. This was no conspiracy - the process 
is a natural one, as most people prefer to treat war as a bad dream they want to wake up from as soon as possible! And 
from a Lesbian Feminist perspective, men are always expendable. 

This postwar period marked Feminism's true Second Wave, a time when it seemed natural to focus more and more on 
the way women's role in the family prevented them from having careers to the extent men did. This attitude implied that 
the roles of wife and mother were somehow inferior to that of income-earner in a workplace (or wage-slave in the rat- 
race, as others might phrase it). 

One book pushing this line within the Individualist Feminist tradition was Betty Friedan's The Feminine Mystique 
(1963), which followed relatively closely on the heels of Simone de Beauvoir's The Second Sex (1953) (see below). 
Friedan's aim was for society and women's lives to be organised to maximise the ability of women to have a career as 
well as a family. She thought that American middle-class, suburban, white, heterosexual housewives were bound to feel 
unfulfilled and bored, unless they had a full-time job outside the home: 

"Science should not relieve housewives of too much drudgery; it must concentrate instead on creating the 
illusion of that sense of achievement that housewives seem to need." (The Feminine Mystique, 4th Dell Printing, 
June 1964, p 172) 

This would, of course, not be such a problem in countries and social classes where labour-saving devices were 
unaffordable. But what is most interesting here is how Friedan seems to take it for granted any sense of achievement felt 
by housewives would be necessarily an "illusion". This is a very subjective view. Obviously, Friedan obviously does 
not feel that a sense of achievement in a career outside the home would be illusory - either for men or women. Nor does 
she believe a woman can be both feminine and fully human: 

"(B)y choosing femininity over the painful growth to full identity, by never achieving the hard core of self that 
comes not from fantasy but from mastering reality, these girls are doomed to suffer ultimately that bored, diffuse 
feeling of purposelessness, nonexistence, noninvolvement with the world that can be called anomie, or lack of 
identity, or merely felt as the problem that has no name." (The Feminine Mystique, 4th Dell Printing, June 1964, 
P 172) 

This is the same gender-role confusion which has affected many Feminists; somehow, they manage to equate femininity 
with a lack of a identity. What this really demonstrates is the frustration that bisexual middle-class Feminist writers felt 
with the need to conform to "feminine" role-models, and why they wanted to convert more women to their more 
masculine personalities. They wanted to take power away from the feminine and attractive women, whose personas 
were centred around cooperating with men, and create a cohort of women whose personas would centre around 
competing with men. Overtly Lesbian Feminists are merely at the extreme end of this covertly Lesbian movement. 
From this perspective, Friedan's famous "problem that has no name" is actually the "problem" of heterosexuality - it 
couldn't be given a name because its true name would repel converts. Despite this, some found her less radical than her 
predecessors: 

Betty Friedan's 1963 book, The Feminine Mystique, was in some ways less 'radical' than Wollstonecraft's, 
Taylor's or Mill's. Despite Friedan's implicit understanding of woman as a powerless sex class, she often wrote 
as if individual women can, through sheer effort, advance to the ranks of the powerful sex class known as 'man'. 
Her tendency, at least in The Feminine Mystique, was to forget that this is easier said than done, so long as men 
are generally in charge of hiring and promoting. (Tong 1989, 22) 

Tong believes Friedan's emphasis on individual "self-improvement" constitutes a diversion from radical activity aimed 
at changing society through political means, and criticises Friedan for not being analytical enough to look for barriers to 
women achieving careers outside the home. Many years later, however, Friedan remedied this omission to some extent 
with a second book, The Second Stage: 

"In the first stage, our aim was full participation (of the woman's movement), ... But we were diverted from our 
dream. And in our reaction against the feminine mystique, which defined women solely in terms of their relation 
to men as wives, mothers and homemakers, we sometimes seemed to fall into a feminist mystique which denied 
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that core of women's personhood that is fulfilled through love, nurture, home." (Friedan, op. cit., 27) 

So the main emphasis in Liberal/Individualist Feminism was on removing barriers that prevent women from competing 
with men on an equal footing in paid employment. And this remains its main emphasis, although many of these barriers 
no longer exist. Ironically, a strict interpretation of the Liberal/Individualist Feminists paradigm does not sit well with 
the dominant Feminist thinking today: If women still don't achieve as well in public life as men do, responsibility rests 
solely with the individual (a Liberal Feminist would say). You can't just look at any inequality between men's and 
women's achievement in the workplace and deduce from it that there must still be some sexist barriers to women's 
achievement. 

This issue is relevant to such questions as what happens to women when they return to the workforce after a break of 
several years, during which they have been busy raising their children. Some Feminists argue such women should 
reenter the workforce at the same level of pay and seniority as enjoyed by their (male and female) colleagues who had a 
continuous career throughout the period in question. I consider this Feminist position unjust for three reasons: 

First, the employer grants seniority (in theory, anyway) not on the basis of age, but experience and skills gained. A 
person who has been absent from the workplace has presumably not acquired the same level of experience and skill. 
Feminists respond that being a mother provides much relevant experience and skill - but this is a brain-dead argument. 
It depends on what occupations are involved. 

Obviously, being a mother is somewhat relevant to a career as an au pair, nanny, cook, nurse, or childcare worker. 
However, it is irrelevant to a career as an office-worker, laboratory technician, police officer or miner! An analysis of 
the relevant job description can be conducted by any halfway intelligent person, then compared with that of a 
housewife/mother. Anyone who buys the blanket Feminist argument that being a mother is equally relevant to any 
occupation should not be allowed to handle sharp implements, operate a motor vehicle or occupy any position requiring 
more than rudimentary reasoning ability. Their argument reeks of intellectual incompetence. 

Second, what about people who are absent from a certain workplace for other reasons? It would be absurd and unjust to 
grant them the same seniority and pay as their colleagues who had stayed in the same workplace - yet it would be 
equally absurd and unjust to deny them this while granting it to returning mothers. 

Finally, women who have children (usually) do this voluntarily, and bringing up children is a very rewarding 
occupation in its own right. It is not as if anyone was forcing them to do it. Those Feminists who believe all men are 
involved in a pervasive patriarchal conspiracy to subjugate all women are paranoid. 

Certainly, some men derive satisfaction from being the breadwinner and being waited on hand-and-foot by women, and 
some men and women actively promote this vision of Society. But that is a quid pro quo arrangement - the man has 
burdens he must carry in wartime and other emergencies. It is also true that men are usually not the ones who have to 
choose between children and careers; on the other hand, men are also denied some of the joys of motherhood, so it is 
only equitable that women should be unable to have their cake and eat it too - especially as the mothers are more likely 
to be granted custody of the children after separation or divorce. 

The time came when Individualist Feminism achieved most of its goals in western countries. A cynic might add that 
Feminism was therefore in need of new demands to make. Certainly, once a political movement has achieved certain 
political gains, those gains become part of the status quo and the political movement involved is at liberty to examine 
the new status quo to see if it is completely satisfied with it, or whether it thinks further "improvements" could or 
should be made. 

Generally, when activists achieve their political goals they tend to rest on their laurels to some extent, and there is often 
a hiatus until succeeding generations grow up taking these achievements for granted and consider mounting new 
campaigns. However, the recent institutionalisation and financing of perpetual Feminism through Women's Studies 
departments, Ministries of Women's Affairs and state-funded and privately sponsored women's organisations are 
countering this tendency. 

Socialist/Marxist Feminism 

Socialist and Marxist Feminism are very similar to each other as Tong explains: 

"Whereas socialist feminists believe that gender and class play an approximately equal role in any explanation of 
women's oppression, Marxist feminists believe that class ultimately better accounts for women's status and 
function(s). Under capitalism, they say, bourgeois women will not experience the same kind of oppression that 
proletarian women will. What is distinctive about Marxist feminism, then, is that it invites every woman, whether 
proletarian or bourgeois, to understand women's oppression not so much as the result of the intentional actions of 
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individuals but as the product of the political, social, and economic structures associated with capitalism." (Tong 
1989,39) 

It was Socialist Feminism, together with Radical Feminism (see below), which made up the vanguard of Feminism's 
Second Wave. Socialism (including Marxist Socialism/Communism) has been a very diverse movement. Yet, with few 
exceptions (such as the French writer Proudhon), Socialists favoured Feminism from the outset. There were possibly 
two reasons for this: First, Socialism arose at a historically later stage than Individualism, when Feminism was already 
an up-and-coming ideology; second, Socialism was generally antagonistic to the institution of the family. This was 
attractive to those Feminists who wanted to disconnect women from their role in the family. 

In most forms of Socialism, there was to be no private property for the family to own and pass on to later generations. 
So there would be no need to rear children privately or tie women to the home. 

One of the most important works in the Socialist Feminist tradition was Simone de Beauvoir's The Second Sex. 
Influenced by Jean-Paul Sartre, she was an Existentialist as well as a Marxist. Juliet Mitchell's Woman's Estate (1971) 
was another influential Marxist Feminist work. She agreed with the efforts of the Radical Feminists (see below) to 
encourage women to analyse their own situation, but she thought the results of this process of analysis would need 
Marxist theory superimposed on it for it to make any sort of sense. 

One of the main issues concerning Marxist Feminists is household work. They maintain that even when women have 
full-time jobs their household workload remains both undiminished and undervalued: if women weren't doing it for 
free, someone would have to be paid to do the shopping, cook, clean the house, and look after the children, etc. But 
capitalist societies, they contend, view women as mere consumers (using the money their male partners earn as 
producers). 

Some Marxist Feminists believe women are oppressed because they see women as basically parasitical, the work of a 
housewife as easy, and of little value. They have therefore argued for the socialisation and collectivisation of women's 
household work. What they want is for people to live communally, so child-rearing, cooking and housework are carried 
out on a large scale by paid workers. This work will then acquire a monetary value and its worth will be thereby 
officially acknowledged - even if it is still mostly women who do it. 

Other Marxist Feminists argue that a woman's household work in an individual household should attract a wage. This 
wage should be paid by the government. According to Tong (1989), however, there is another Marxist Feminist point of 
view which has it that paying women to do housework has three disadvantages: 

1 .It would make it more likely that women would be isolated in their own homes. Their work would become 

increasingly trivialised, as more and more labour-saving devices became available to them. They would become 

more and more prey to suburban neurosis. 
2. The relationship of the woman to the rest of her family would be put onto a commercial footing, when many Marxists 

would like to get away from what they see as Capitalism's tendency to commodify everything. 
3.1t would entrench the traditional sexual division of labour - making it more likely that men would keep on working 

outside the home, and women inside the home. 

Existentialist Feminism 

As stated above, de Beauvoir was both an Existentialist and a Marxist. This leads authors such as Tong (1989) to 
classify her as primarily an Existentialist Feminist, rather than as a Marxist Feminist. 

To fully understand Existentialist Feminism, one would have to understand Existentialism, and it would be outside the 
scope of this book to digress into the details of Existential theory. However, the essential characteristic of Existentialist 
Feminism is that it takes the positive, active categories of Existentialism and applies them to men, and takes the 
negative, passive categories and applies them to women - thus making women out to be disadvantaged and oppressed. 

"Simone de Beauvoir's The Second Sex, probably the key theoretical text of twentieth-century Feminism, offered 
an existentialist explanation of woman's situation. De Beauvoir argued that woman is oppressed by virtue of 
otherness. Woman is the Other because she is not-man. Man is the self, the free, determining being who defines 
the meaning of his existence, and woman is the Other, the object whose meaning is determined for her. If woman 
is to become a self, a subject, she must, like man, transcend the definitions, labels, and essences limiting her 
existence. She must make herself be whatever she wants to be." (Tong, op. cit., 6). 



Ill 



Cultural Feminism 

Margaret Fuller's Woman in the Nineteenth Century (1845) was the first significant Cultural Feminist work. Cultural 
Feminism sets out to persuade us that men and women are not only different from each other, but that women's values 
are superior to men's and women's values should supplant men's values. In other words, this is Female Supremacism. 

What about women who behave badly? Most Feminists insist such are the result of socialisation, education and 
upbringing in a patriarchal society. By the same logic, however, the supposedly "positive" aspects of "women's values" 
must also derive from the same source. This means both the positive and negative aspects of women's values and 
behaviour might vanish as a result of the social engineering proposed by the Cultural Feminists! 

Where 19th century Liberal Feminists concentrated on political and legal issues, Cultural Feminists examined 
institutions such as religion, marriage, and the home. They looked beyond the possibility of political and legal equality 
between women and men to the changes in society they believed could or should result from such equality. The idea, 
simply, was that men had been making a mess of things and women would do a better job of running, or helping to run 
the world. 

Some Cultural Feminists believe in the myth of a primordial matriarchy, when pacifism, cooperation, nonviolent 
settlement of differences, and a harmonious regulation of public life were the order of the day — in contrast to the 
destruction, tyranny, and war which are supposed to have characterised patriarchy. By using the word myth, I don't 
mean this belief is necessarily incorrect - just that it is an unproved tale about historical events which is central to a 
particular explanation of Society. 

Unable to find any "Matriarchies" in the present day, many Feminists resort to inventing an idyllic Lost Matriarchal 
Paradise in the dim mists of prehistory. Even though there is no acceptable scholarly evidence for this, it has become an 
accepted fact in 'Women's Studies', (www.patriarchy.com/~sheaffer/patriarchy.html) 

Social Darwinism (Spencer, 185 1) was an important influence on Cultural Feminism. This theory applied the quasi - 
Darwinian notion of the "survival of the fittest" to human societies, races and individual people. It implied that any 
successful society achieved its success by virtue of characteristics that made it "fitter" than rival societies. Societies 
could be "fitter" in various ways, including: 



1. birthrate; 

2. infant mortality rate; 

3. longevity; 

4. food production; 

5. total population; 

6. total land area; 

7. success in warfare, etc. 



Social Darwinism placed high value on male aggression and competitiveness. Some Social Darwinists even favoured 
murderous competition and war as appropriate selective mechanisms. However, another, less-publicised school of 
Social Darwinist thought, such as Charlotte Gilman's Women and Economics (1898), foresaw a different trend. They 
believed Humanity was evolving toward a more collective organisation, requiring more cooperation and less 
competition, more altruism and less egoism. 

Psychoanalytic Feminism 

The core thinking of Psychoanalytic Feminism goes something like this: 

"Psychoanalytic Feminists find the root of women's oppression embedded deep in her (sic) psyche.... the 
Oedipus complex, the process by which the boy gives up his first love object, mother, in order to escape 
castration at the hands of father. As a result of submitting his id (or desires) to the superego (collective social 
conscience), the boy is fully integrated into culture. Together with his father he will rule over nature and woman, 
both of whom contain a similar irrational power. In contrast to the boy, the girl, who has no penis to lose, 
separates slowly from her first love object, mother. As a result, the girl's integration into culture is incomplete. 
She exists at the periphery or margin of culture as the one who does not rule but is ruled, largely because ... she 
fears her own power." (Tong 1989, 5) 

Psychoanalytic theory, however, is highly speculative, and not disprovable enough to rate (in my view, anyway) as a 
truly "scientific" theory. In addition, I find aspects of the above picture somewhat implausible — particularly the notion 
that females are less integrated into culture than males. Females mature (socially, as well as sexually) earlier than males, 
and females typically show a more complete internalisation of cultural norms - i.e., they are "better behaved" - than 
males. Society really reflects female values more than male values and directs male behaviours toward supporting and 
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protecting females. The idea that nature resembles women more than men is also highly debatable. 
Radical Feminism 

Radical Feminists tend to reject the State itself, not to mention many institutions within it, as a patriarchal framework. 
They believe it is neither a neutral institution which mediates between forces - the result of a flexible consensus - nor a 
forum within whose constraints women can achieve their political goals (as Liberal Feminists see it). 

Radical Feminism is a product of the Second Wave and took over where previous factions left off. Fewer of its ideas 
have been implemented than is the case with Individualist Feminism or Socialist Feminism, however: 

"(I)t is radical feminism which has been most theoretically innovative, rejecting traditional definitions of both 
politics and theory, while condemning all previous political theory as patriarchal. Unlike the Marxist approach, it 
has not struggled to incorporate women into a preexisting political framework, but instead attempts to shift our 
whole perception of society, to restructure it in terms of a radically new set of woman -centred meanings. Its aim 
has been to recast political identities; to reclaim language and culture from their masculine forms; to relocate 
significant political power; to reassess human nature and to challenge traditional values. (Coole, D. FL, 1988: 
Women in Political Theory, p. 235)" 

The main difference between Radical Feminism and other types of Feminism is that the former denies any 
Psychological differences between the sexes. Upbringing and education are claimed to be the causes of different male 
and female behaviour patterns, according to this view. And the function of differential upbringing and education for 
men and women is supposed to be to support the institution of male dominance (patriarchy). Radical Feminists demand 
the abolition of all sexually differentiated roles and the creation of an androgynous society. Needless to say, this is a 
philosophy created by lesbians to suit Lesbians. 

"Some radical feminists ... pursue the logic of their analysis to a point where a united women's movement of the 
broad left becomes difficult to realize. In their view, women's physiological capacities for reproduction are 
analogous to the material production of the working class in traditional Marxism. Women, then, constitute a 
class in the same way that workers do. Just as the working class must become a class for itself by taking control 
of production, so, too, must women take control of their reproduction in order to become free. An absolute 
extension of the class analogy must lead to the idea of the destruction of the previously dominant class - men; 
or, at least, separation from it. Radicals demand that lesbianism be considered not merely a matter of freedom of 
choice but as essential political practice for feminists." (Meehan, Elizabeth (1990): British Feminism from the 
1960s to the 1980s, pp. 191-2) 

One of the best-known Feminist works on sexuality is Germaine Greer's The Female Eunuch (1971). This book is one 
of the classics of Radical Feminism. It is radical in the sense that it claims that people such as Betty Friedan did not go 
far enough. Setting up a female Establishment in opposition to the male Establishment, as Friedan suggested, did not 
help most women, according to Greer. 

Shulamith Firestone's The Dialectic of Sex (1970) comes under the category of Socialist Feminism as well as Radical 
Feminism. This book is unusually intelligent, clear, lucid, and thorough in its approach, by Feminist standards. This 
does not mean that what it claims is true or undistorted. She eventually ended up in a psychiatric institution, and I don't 
find this very surprising. 

Shulamith Firestone is one influential Feminist writer who used Marxism as a starting-point. She begins by citing the 
19th Century German Communist theorist Engels with approval, though she thinks he did not go far enough: 

Engels did observe that the original division of labor was between man and woman for the purposes of child- 
breeding; that within the family the husband was the owner, the wife the means of production, the children the 
labor; and that reproduction of the human species was an important economic system distinct from the means of 
production. (Firestone, The Dialectic of Sex, 1971, New York: Bantam, pp. 4-5) 

Even if we take a narrow, purely physical view of reproduction, Engels' analysis is very distorted. The male, along with 
the female, is part of the means of sexual production. And many acts of sexual intercourse are usually required for each 
fertilisation. Moreover, the male usually expends much more energy in these acts of coitus than does the female. If there 
is foreplay, the man is typically much more energetic in this phase of intercourse as well as in the actual coitus. 

Additionally, the ultimate "owner" of the children varies greatly from culture to culture, and time to time. The ultimate 
test, I would say, is who gets custody of the children in cases of separation or divorce. In the western world, this is 
almost always the mother. Thus, in the contemporary western world, at least, women are the real "owners" of the 
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"product." In about ninety percent of cases, according to the consensus of fathers' rights activists on the Internet, 
mothers gets sole custody of their children after a divorce or separation. This bias against fathers often takes the form of 
the "Natural Caretaker Doctrine" - the belief that the person who has the most day-to-day contact with children is the 
person best suited to have custody after separation or divorce. 

It is a well documented fact that fathers have a very difficult time obtaining custody due to the pervasive anti-father 
prejudice that still exists in many parts of the Family Court system, (www.deltabravo.net/custody/index.shtml). 

What's more, reproduction properly includes all the years devoted to rearing (feeding, housing, educating, etc.) the 
children. Typically, as the primary breadwinner, fathers expend a substantial proportion of their time and income for 
that purpose. If, as argued above, it is the mother who is the real "owner" of the children, then it is really the mother 
who is exploiting the father in this particular economic system. When you get right down to it, men are an oppressed 
minority in western society today. They are a genuine minority, unlike women, who are a privileged majority dressed 
up by Feminists as an oppressed minority. 

Firestone thought that where Radical Feminism and human biology disagreed, it had to be human biology that gave 
way! In other words, she was lucid enough to see some conflicts between Radical Feminist theory and reality, but like 
so many other ideologues tilting at windmills, she didn't let that stop her. More recent Feminists have solved such 
problems by lying about the facts and bullying entire societies into believing arrant nonsense (as we have seen in 
previous chapters). When entire societies believe lies, this is called "ideology," "superstition" or "religion". 

Firestone bases her own analysis on the following, in part uncontroversial, assertions to do with what she calls the 
"biological family": 

1 .That women throughout history before the advent of birth control were at the continual mercy of their biology - 
menstruation, menopause, and 'female ills', constant painful childbirth, wet nursing and care of infants, all of 
which made them dependent on males ... for physical survival. 

2. That human infants take an even longer time to grow up than animals, and thus are helpless and, for some short period 

at least, dependent on adults for physical survival. 

3. That a basic mother/child interdependency has existed in some form in every society, past or present, and thus has 

shaped the psychology of every mature female and every infant. 

4. That the natural reproductive difference between the sexes led directly to the first division of labour at the origins of 

class, as well as furnishing the paradigm of caste (discrimination based on biological characteristics) (ibid, 8-9). 

The terms "at the origins of" and "paradigm" seem to imply the sexual division of labour was a precondition for the 
emergence of the phenomena of class and caste. Firestone makes this claim explicit (though she still provides no 
evidence for it) in her definition of historical materialism: 

Modern technology makes it feasible, she thinks, to overthrow the biological basis of the present sexual power- 
structure. This is where her psychosexual Utopia comes in. She argues that women should take control of "the new 
population biology as well as all the social institutions of childbearing and child rearing." More radically, in her Utopia 
there would be no such thing as family or community, but only disconnected individuals toiling for the moment: 

"(G)enital differences between human beings would no longer matter culturally. (A reversion to an unobstructed 
pansexuality — Freud's 'polymorphous perversity' - would probably supersede hetero/homo/bi-sexuality.) The 
reproduction of the species by one sex for the benefit of both would be replaced by (at least the option of) 
artificial reproduction: children would be born to both sexes equally, or independently of either.... the 
dependence of the child on the mother (and vice versa) would give way to a greatly shortened dependence on a 
small group of others in general... The division of labor would be ended by the elimination of labor altogether 
(cybernation)." (op. cit.) 

One of the most influential Feminist works in recent times has been Kate Millett's Sexual Politics. Her central thesis is 
that one can characterise the relationship between the sexes in political terms. This insight apparently derives originally 
from Wilhelm Reich. It would be fairer to be more balanced than the Feminists are about the actual political 
relationships that exist between the sexes. Millett starts from the following assumptions: 

a) the United States (and similar countries) are "patriarchies"; 

b) this is evident from the fact that politicians are mainly males; 

c) this rule by men over women applies to all components of society, including the family. 
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She doesn't makes these claims very clearly or explicitly, but it is evident she believes them. And Feminism has become 
established to such an extent that these tenets are popularly regarded as virtually self-evident throughout the western 
world. 

Two concepts that typify Radical Feminism are the theoretical maxim "the personal is political" and its practical 
corollary, "consciousness-raising". 

"Within the consciousness-raising group each person's experience, each woman's life-story was a matter of 
interest. We understood that through listening to an individual's experience we could draw a much richer picture 
of how society was put together. Sexual politics provided an understanding of how society works both at an 
ideological level and at a material level and deepened the understanding the left had of human experience. The 
Women's Liberation Movement built an analysis of society founded on the nuts and bolts of individual life 
experience. It enlarged and challenged previous understanding of the social, economic and political basis of 
society." (Luise Eichenbaum and Susie Orbach: Outside In. Inside Out. Women's Psychology: A Feminist 
Psychoanalytic Account, Harmondsworth:Penguin,1982,12) 

I would liken this process to the gathering of data to prove a scientific hypothesis, with the major difference that 
consciousness-raising has a built-in bias which can be easily demonstrated by asking the (rhetorical, of course) 
question, "How many consciousness-raising groups did the Feminists hold to enable men to discuss how they had been 
oppressed by women in their lives?" In other words, "consciousness-raising" is a near-synonym to "brainwashing," 
"instruction" or "conversion." Radical Feminist theory (sexual politics, as conceived of by Feminists) provided the 
framework for women to reinterpret their lives much as religions do for converts. 

Postmodern Feminism / French Feminism 

A cynic might characterise Postmodern Feminism as a stage or type of Feminism that makes a virtue of the fact that 
contemporary Feminism is splintered and apparently directionless: 

Postmodern feminists worry that because feminism purports to be an explanatory theory, it ... is in danger of 
trying to provide the explanation for why woman is oppressed, or the ten steps all women must take in order to 
achieve true liberation. (Tong 1989, 217) 

Feminism is unable to do these things. Indeed, no Feminist has objectively demonstrated that women are (more) 
oppressed (than men) and, therefore need to be "liberated." Such an objective demonstration is a precondition for the 
explanatory theory they lack. The splintered nature of Postmodern Feminism is the inevitable result of the fact that none 
of the various factions of Feminism have been able to construct an explanatory theory. In turn, these schisms have 
created an environment in which the so-called "backlash" has been able to emerge. 

Women's Studies 

"Women's Studies" is a curious academic subject. Partly because it is new, but mostly because it has more in common 
with theological or ideological training than with other academic disciplines in (say) the Social Sciences. 

"Women's studies, like feminism itself, presents two approaches to the question of inequality. One approach, 
using anthropological, biological, historical and psychological evidence, argues that women are essentially no 
different from men, and that therefore in a differently structured society it would be possible for divisions based 
upon sex or gender differences to disappear, leaving us with an equal society. The other approach argues that 
women are essentially different from men and that inequality results in an undervaluing of female activities and 
characteristics.... Women's studies can thus be seen to be linked to two concepts of equality, which we may call 
'plain equal' or 'equal but different'." (Ruth, Issues in Feminism: A First Course in Women's Studies, Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin, 1980, p. 5) 

It is a characteristic of the ideology of a social movement that it tries to "marry" contradictions in an attempt to 
maximise the political clout of the movement. Purely academic disciplines, on the other hand, tend to focus on 
contradictions in an attempt to reach a conclusion as to which theory is correct. 

Because Women's Studies is not really an academic subject, however, we cannot expect it to objectively examine such 
questions as whether men are oppressed in society, whether they are oppressed by women, and whether they are 
oppressed more than women. Women's Studies takes the oppression of women (by men or by "Society") as a self- 
evident truth which no right-thinking person would even question. Even Women's Studies lecturers admit this bias 
toward political action rather than rigorous scholarship: 
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(T)he ideas, methods, curricula, and theories of Women's Studies exhibit great diversity and resist easy 
definition. Those now working in Women's Studies have called it variously a process, a field of inquiry, a critical 
perspective, a center for social action, and/or the academic arm of the women's movement. It is all of these and 
more, (ibid, p. 3). 

Ruth is aware of the charge that Women's Studies is biased. She responds by claiming male bias (which she calls 
"Masculine-ism," "Masculism" or "Androcentrism") has always been a feature of Society. This may well be so, but 
proving many male academics have been biased does not prove Women's Studies is not biased, nor does it justify 
Women's Studies being biased, if it is. 

Masculists/Men's Rights activists are not responsible for what male bias has existed and does exist. We do not need to 
defend male bias, where it exists. If Feminists reveal male bias, that is not a bad thing. However, Feminists do more 
than just reveal male bias, they also create female bias. One of the main aims of this book is to reveal cases of female 
bias. Here are some of the examples covered in this book: 



1. the definition of political power and identifying who has it; 

2. attitudes toward male as against female circumcision; 

3. evaluating male and female courtship roles in the context of rape legislation; 

4. the dissemination and interpretation of the facts of domestic violence; 

5. the dissemination of information on various types of child abuse; 

6. the evaluation of the legal system's treatment of men and women; 

7. the evaluation of employment issues involving men and women; 

8. the compilation and dissemination of UN and other statistics on gender equity; 

9. the choice of issues where gender equity is demanded; 

10. the definition of gender equity. 
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NOTES 
Chapter 1 

1. Matthias Matussek (1998): "The Women are at Fault," Der Spiegel, 1998. Translated from German by Walter H. 

Schneider. 

2. In Wellington, New Zealand, in November 1997. 
Chapter 3 

1 The number of male primary teachers has also been dropping in New Zealand, according to the lead article of the 
Education Weekly Vol. 8 No. 311, Monday 15th September 1997. 

2. The Peter Ellis case, involving the Christchurch Civic Creche. At time of writing, this case was going through its 

second appeal, having received one-sided, anti-male media coverage, until a campaign by the New Zealand Listener 
magazine forced the other media to take a more balanced stance. Peter Ellis refused an offer of parole, which would 
have involved an admission of guilt. The police officer investigating the case had an affair with the mother of one 
of the children making the allegations, and one woman on the jury had a lesbian relationship with someone involved 
with the case. Some of the children were questioned repeatedly by police (a fact which possibly allowed them to 
pick up suggestions from the police, with which to embellish their testimony), and used vocabulary (such as 
"clitoris") in court that they could only have picked up from an adult. 

3. "Teacher evaluations of the performance of Boys and Girls" by D.M. Fergusson, M. Lloyd, & L.J. Horwood (New 

Zealand Journal of Educational Studies, Vol. 26, No. 2, 1991). 

4. Unfortunately, I don't have the precise reference for this study. 

5. For example, with the introduction of Registered Standards in New Zealand, which system has recently been watered 

down, after (but not provably because of) input by people such as myself, who argued that it was anti-male. 

Chapter 4 

1. Reported in Condition Masculine No. 4, 1997, p. 5, citing "Le Quotidien du medecin, 25-11-1997. 
Chapter 5 

l.From the Liberator newsletter, October 1996, p. 4. 

2. It was popular in New Zealand, where it was considered very successful. 

3. A New Zealand Ministry of Education leaflet, (Boulton, Amohia and Fiona Sturrock: "Women in the Teaching 

Service," Education Trends Report Vol. 8 No. 1 July 1996, Data Management and Analysis Section, Ministry 
of Education, Wellington, New Zealand. ISSN 01 13-68 IX) 

Chapter 6 

l.New Zealand's Television One 
2. In New Zealand 

3. From the Accident Compensation Corporation, in the case of New Zealand 

4. In the New Zealand Listener magazine, for the week December 10th - 16th 1994, the cover story was entitled: "When 
Mother Love Turns Lethal". It was an interesting article, written by Denis Welch. The part that interested me most 
was on page 21 . It was a half-page box, headed, "Do women get away with murder?" The answer to that question 
turned out to be "Yes", though he was careful not to say that in so many words. 

5. New Zealand Crimes Act 

6. Auckland Herald newspaper, New Zealand 
7. In New Zealand 

8.1n a 1993 open letter to the United Nations Secretary General, Neil Foord writes: 

"New Zealand has known for several years, but failed to stop, a system that encourages and rewards false complaints of 
rape. Lives are being ruined, men are being jailed falsely, and women who have actually been attacked are afraid to 
speak because of the scepticism prevalent in this contentious area. In the years since the dangers of our system were 
recognised, nothing has been done to prevent false complaints, indeed much has been done to encourage and excuse 
them. 

Among the judiciary, the legal profession, the Police, Members of Parliament, the media and the general public it is 
well known that the statistics have been and are distorted by false complaints. 

International attention is now necessary to embarass those responsible into taking actions that should have been taken as 
a matter of urgency several years ago. New Zealand has a good official record in human rights, but the separate 
components of this system have been promoted as advances and reforms, without consideration of their combined 
effect. 

The factors that have created this situation are: 

(a) Lump sum payments of typically $10,000 per case, available since 1974 and payable after satisfying our Accident 
Compensation and Rehabilitation Corporation's own criteria, rather than any legal test. Women are paid even if those 
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they accuse are not charged or are acquitted. Despite publicity stating that lump sums ceased from March 1993, they do 
in fact continue under another guise as Independence Alowances, which can be capitalised for up to five years and 
continue to provide lump sums. 

And ACC pays 98% of claimants, according to recent articles. 

(b) A 1986 change in the law of evidence that removed the need for corroboration of a 
complainant's evidence. 

(c) increasing poverty in New Zealand with a reduction in Social Welfare benefits in 1991, and changes in labour laws 
bringing lower wages and increased unemployment." 

Chapter 7 

1. Evening Post newspaper (Wellington, New Zealand) of June 3, 1997 

2. Robert Sheaffer (robert@patriarchy.com) in the New Zealand Men's Rights Association Newsletter Vol. 2, No. 1, 

1997 (available on www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/6708/nwsltl97.html, or on 
homepages. ihug. co. nz/~zohrab/nwslt 197.html). 

3. The New Zealand Department For Courts leaflet Standing Up to Domestic Violence. 

4. "Females are most often the perpetrators of domestic violence in all cultures that have been studied so far. That leads 

many professionals to conclude that there is something biological about violent females in family situations: 
"Researchers are now exploring the role of the 'territorial imperative' as a factor in women's violence against men. 
Women see the home as their territory." (Sewell & Sewell 1997, pp. 20-21) 

5. Excerpts from Letter: 

"I am writing with respect to the recently-released 'New Zealand National Survey of Crime Victims 
1996'. ..Although it was interesting to see that the survey stated that 'about the same proportion of women as men were 
subject to some form of violent or sexual offending on one or more occasions,' I have to raise an issue, relating to the 
questionnaires: 

The issue is that the questions dealing with (non-sexual) Domestic Violence were grossly weighted in a way 
that would minimise positive responses from males, so that the statistics resulting from these questions are of no value 
at all. 

Of the four questions (5a-d) on non-sexual Family Violence (commonly called 'Domestic Violence'), two 
specify that positive responses must be to events 'that actually frightened' the person at the receiving end. As soon as I 
saw that, it was obvious to me that women are more likely to feel, or admit to feeling, fear - so that this wording would 
exclude a lot of men who had been victims of Domestic Violence. Indeed, the Survey itself points out (on page 81) that 
only 31.4% of male victims of violent offences report experiencing fear - as compared with 50.5% of female victims. 

In addition, there is no mention, in these questions, of the need to report someone throwing something at you. 
Anecdotal evidence has it that this is a much more common female than male behaviour in domestic disputes. 

Thirdly, the question referring to the actual or threatened damage of a victim's property (5a) emphasises the 
word 'deliberately', which would rule out a positive response in doubtful cases where the damage was done in a devious 
manner and not owned up to -- a more typically female behaviour, in my view. 

Fourthly, the question referring to the use of actual force or violence (5b) restricts responses to incidents that 
'could have hurt' the victim. Because men are more used to contact sports and generally have more upper-body 
strength, they are both less likely to report actual or potential hurt to themselves, and also more likely to inflict hurt than 
a woman is. I don't see why a man's experience of, say, being repeatedly pushed by his female partner should not be 
reported, just because he did not feel likely to be hurt by that behaviour. 

Overseas studies (e.g. Strauss, M. and Gelles, R., and Steinmetz, S.K. (1980): 'Behind Closed Doors: Violence 
in American Families.' New York: Doubleday) have shown that men and women are about equally at the receiving end 
of Domestic Violence, but this Survey seems to have been designed to produce a more politically correct outcome than 
that...." 

6. In the New Zealand Domestic Violence Act 1995 

7. "Family Violence is a crime: 

Serious reported assaults on children (under 14 years) have increased 437.50% from 1985 to 1994. Serious 
reported assaults by males on females have increased 636.40% from 1985 to 1994. 
Family violence is a community problem that requires a community solution. 

The Police Managers Guild which represents senior managers and leaders in the Police have taken a positive step 
forward in the combatting this (sic) ever increasing crime in the community. 

The Guild will be funding local community policing initiatives in your area through the production of a 'Family 
Violence' booklet. 

The Police Managers Guild encourage the community to support the booklet which ill be distributed early next 
year. Help prevent this crime." (Evening Post, Wellington, New Zealand, Saturday December 9, 1995.) 

8. Handbook of Family Violence, Suzanne K. Steinmetz and Joseph S. Lucca, p 241 

9. "As the Assistant Prosecutor in the Weekley case, I would like to add some information to your report. I believe your 
article distorted this case by simply rehashing the defense arguments, which the jury rejected. The relationship between 
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Kay Weekley and her ex-husband Jackie was a violent one. Kay admitted that previous to Jackie's mirder, she had shot 
up his car with him in it. The jury also heard evidence that on an earlier occasion she had Maced him and beaten him 
with a frying pan while he slept. Her version of the knife fight that preceded Jackie's murder was not believable. Kay 
was not the only one hurt; Jackie went to hospital cut up too. The physical evidence presented at the murder trial was 
consistent with Kay's having shot Jackie from outside the trailer, where she admitted having earlier lain in wait to kill 
him. Kay Weekley ended this relationship by committing the ultimate act of domestic violence." 

10. (Evening Post, Wellington, New Zealand, Saturday, August 24, 1996, page 40) for a stage show called "Full Marx" 
quoted a review of the show by one Ralph McAllister 
1 1 .In New Zealand 

Chapter 8 

1. Here is the text (minus appendices) of my submission on behalf of the New Zealand Men's Rights Association to the 
New Zealand equivalent: 

SUBMISSION TO THE LAW COMMISSION ON WOMEN'S ACCESS TO JUSTICE 
by Peter Zohrab 

Secretary of the New Zealand Men's Rights Association 
28.03.1996 

l.The Title of this Study 

The title of this study by the Law Commission is highly sexist and discriminatory. It disenfranchises men. It 
disenfranchises men, because it denies men their natural right to information which presents their side of the story. A 
person does not have a meaningful franchise if they, and the public at large, are systematically denied information that 
presents their side of the story, and are consistently provided with official information which presents only the other 
side of the story.... 

The title "Women's Access to Justice", in the context of the status and mana of the Law Commission, is 
equivalent to an authoritative assertion to the effect that men have no significant problems with access to justice. That 
would be fine if the Law Commission had evidence to that effect — but it has not, as I will show in the second section of 
my Submission. 

I complained to the Human Rights Commission about this issue, but was informed that research does not fall 
within the categories over which they have jurisdiction. They advised my Association to carry out its own research. I 
assume that the Law Commission receives public funding, so I would urge it to commission me to carry out a study of 
Men's Access to Justice. Feminists get masses of funding from various sources to carry out Feminist research — but 
Masculists get virtually none. So that advice from the Human Rights Commission — if not actually sarcastic and 
hypocritical in intent — was at least equivalent to Marie Antoinette asking beggars to go and eat cake if they had no 
bread. 

Society, in terms of information, legislation, and regulation, is a huge Court. Society acquires an impression of 
the true state of affairs on any issue from the information that is available to it. Having formed an impression, Society 
(in the guise of pressure groups, parliamentarians, and government officials) proceeds to produce laws and regulations 
in accordance with that impression. 

(Not only that, but the Judiciary themselves at times give the impression that they are prepared to enforce the 
notion that the Executive and Legislature are bound to follow current intellectual fashions — even if these fashions are 
current only among a minority of the population. For example we have this quotation from "New Zealand Maori 
Council v A-G (Cooke P)" 1 NZLR, page 664: 

"Yet it is equally clear that the Government ... cannot fail to give weight to the 'philosophies and urgings' 
currently and, it seems, increasingly prevailing." 

This opinion from the bench was not supported by any pretence of statistics as to the prevalence of the relevant 
"philosophies and urgings" in the population at large. These "philosophies and urgings" pertain to a very small, but 
activist, minority of the population as a whole who have access to the media and are nurtured by taxpayer-subsidised 
institutional backers. 

But this sort of activist minority, like Feminists, has almost exclusive access to the media on the relevant 
issues, and use the Ministries of Women's Affairs/Maori development and university Maori/Women's Studies to 
propagate their one-sided viewpoint. This viewpoint then gets taken up by the Establishment as being the currently 
fashionable one — or even the only POSSIBLE one. 

I am not putting Maori and Feminist issues on the same moral footing here — just pointing out the parallel in 
terms of information manipulation. I consider some of the actual arguments put forward by some Maori activists to be 
much more justified than are the parallel arguments put forward by Feminists. This is because Maoris are an actual 
minority, rather than a pseudo-minority (as women are), and there is an actual treaty in place, in the case of Maori 
rights, whose implementation is at issue. 

This process of totalitarian manipulation of information is mutually reinforcing. Western Society sees and 
hears the Feminist point of view constantly and ubiquitously. Feminism, in western Establishments, has the status of 
God's Truth for this reason. Universities commonly have Women's Studies Departments, but few have Men's Studies 
Departments. These Women's Studies Departments are the Feminist equivalents of theological seminaries, i.e. sources 
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of one-sided Feminist propaganda, rather than being analogous to quasi-objective Philosophy Departments. Similarly, 
Governments have Ministries of Women's Affairs, but I doubt that a single government in the whole world has a 
Ministry of Men's Affairs. 

The Law Commission obviously assumes some version of Feminism to be God's Truth. Only thus would it 
have the unmitigated gall and vicious misandrist bias to call for public submissions on women's Access to Justice, as if 
men could not possibly have a problem with that (or with anything else, I assume). 

I recall that the Feminist Department of Justice's report on Male-On-Female domestic violence "Hitting Home" 
(1995) was supposed to be followed up by studies on Female-On-Male and same-sex domestic violence, according to 
press reports. But when I wrote to the Minister of Justice about these planned studies, he replied: 

"... there will be no decision on further research on this matter until the findings of 'Hitting Home" have been 
fully considered." (personal communication, 9 October 1995) 

It is my considered opinion that there will be no such follow-up studies, until the Feminist Department of 
Justice ceases to be the Feminist Department of Justice and starts to be the People's Department of Justice. This is 
because the relevant people in the Feminist Department of Justice have the misandrist agenda of vilifying men, and 
therefore to carry out studies of violence where men are not the only villains, and where women are not the only 
victims, would be a distraction of the gullible public's attention from this primary agenda, in their view. 
2. The Background to the Law Commission's Study 

The evidence which has led the Law Commission to call for public submissions on "Women's Access to 
Justice" is itself biased against men. This misandrist evidence has led to the appointment of an obvious Feminist, 
Michelle Vaughan, to manage the project, which is bound (in my view) to involve a dedicated effort to ignore 
submissions such as mine, in favour of the preferred submissions which present the Feminist God's Truth point of view. 

Upon my requesting it, Michelle Vaughan on 8 September 1995 provided me with a 21 -item list of relevant 
overseas publications. Of these, 19 indicate from their titles that they result from Task Forces, Committees, Studies, or 
Commissions on gender bias in the Courts. Not all of these included dates of publication, but the earliest date of 
publication listed was 1989. Of the 21 items, 14 were from the USA — the rest being from Australia and Canada. The 
forerunner of all these reports, dated 1986, was not on the list that Ms. Vaughan supplied to me. I consider that to have 
been a deliberate omission. In the Men's Rights struggle, we almost invariably come across pseudo-mistakes of this 
kind on the part of establishment Feminists when we have dealings with them. 

This forerunner was "The First Year Report of the New Jersey Supreme Court Task Force on Women in the 
Courts — June 1984" -- published in 1986 in the Women's Rights Law Reporter, Volume 9, Number 2. This deeply 
flawed study was an inspiration to most, if not all of the 14 US studies that appeared on Ms Vaughan's list. Key 
Feminists involved in the New Jersey Task Force went on to act as advisers to the later Task Forces in other states of 
the USA. It is possible to find such studies harking back to the New Jersey study as having allegedly established the 
presence of anti-Female bias in US Courts. 

In Appendix II you will find a different view of gender bias in the US court system. 

But the New Jersey study was deeply flawed at all levels -- starting with its name, which refers solely to 
"women". Paradoxically, the introduction to the published report refers, not to "bias against women", but to "gender 
bias" (op.cit., 129). If we had just landed on Earth for the first time, as visitors from Mars or somewhere, then we 
would doubtless have assumed that anyone investigating "gender bias" would have to look at bias against both men and 
women — so why did the title refer only to "women", we would wonder. 

But we don't come from Mars, of course. We know that "gender bias" is a politically correct code-term for 
"bias against women". Nevertheless, the Task Force did use the phrases "treatment of men and women" and "equality 
for women and men" in its initial phrasing of the issues that it would focus on (op. cit., 135). 

So I have to ask myself how lawyers and judges, who one would normally expect to be clear-thinking, 
managed to convince themselves that a Task Force on "Women" had a brief to examine both men and women. The 
answer is quite clear. The answer is that this study arose out of the culture of one-sided Feminist polemic, with its 
rhetoric of "oppression", "patriarchy", and so on. This culture takes it for granted that men run Society for their own 
benefit, and that Feminists, and only Feminists have the motivation to institute "gender equality" in any aspect or part of 
Society. 

This model is false. Instead of arguing against it here, however, I append my article "The Frontman Fallacy" 
(Appendix I). 

This Feminist culture is the explanation for the paradox that the Task Force, which had twice as many women 
as men in it, saw nothing wrong in preferring to accept the views of women over those of men, when their views 
differed on the issue of gender bias: 

"The perceptions and experiences reported by female attorneys ... differed markedly from those of male 
attorneys in most categories of questions.... Because gender bias impacts most directly on women, it should not be 
surprising that female attorneys are more aware of it than are males" (op. cit., 136). 

This is an extraordinary viewpoint, for two reasons: 

a) It assumes, without a shred of proof, that gender bias affects women more than men (even though the Task 
Force itself discovered bias against men in the Courts which it never claimed explicitly to be less important than the 
bias against women that it also uncovered). 
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b) If the gender of the obervers affects their judgement as to the prevalence of gender bias, then the unequal 
numbers of men and women in the Task Force itself must surely, by the Task Force's own logic, condemn the Task 
Force's findings as inevitably biased against men. 

As indeed they are! 

The topic of gender bias in the courts is obviously a very broad one. Courts involve people with a large 
number of different roles: judge, jury, prosecutor, defense lawyer, police, defendant, witness, spectator, and so on. So 
gender bias, if it exists, will manifest itself in many different ways, and with different degrees of seriousness in each 
case. 

It seems to me obvious that the defendant is most at risk in a Court. He (and it is usally "he") stands to lose 
money, liberty, or even his life as a result of the proceedings — yet the New Jersey study relegated the issue of gender 
bias against defendants in criminal cases to sections of a mere 7 pages in the 49-page report. Though evidence was 
found of gender bias in sentencing, it was only against men — and so the female-dominated Task Force decided that 
further study was needed before any action needed to be taken. 

Contrast this with the Task Force's attitude to the treatment of women lawyers by male judges and lawyers ! 
You will recall that I claimed that "gender bias", in western societies, is just a politically correct code-term for "bias 
against women". Here is the proof: this is the quotation from the man (New Jersey Chief Justice Wilentz) who set up 
the New Jersey Task Force, which appears as the Preface to the Report: 

"There's no room for gender bias in our system .... There's no room for the funny joke and the not-so-funny 
joke, there's no room for conscious, inadvertent, sophisticated, clumsy, or any other kind of gender bias, and certainly 
no room for gender bias that affects substantive rights. 

There's no room because it hurts and it insults. It hurts female (my emphasis) lawyers psychologically and 
economically, litigants psychologically and economically, and witnesses, jurors, law clerks and judges who are women. 
It will not be tolerated in any form whatsoever." 

Chief Justice Wilentz made these remarks in the course of the Task Force's operations, so it is not as if he was 
setting down guidelines for its work. But his remarks deserve their prominent place in the Report, because they 
highlight the issue that the Task Force did in fact concentrate a lot of its energies upon. And yet the Report itself 
indicates that most attorneys surveyed by the Task Force thought that this kind of bias did not even affect case 
outcomes! 

"The Task Force asked whether attorneys thought that appropriate forms of address, comments on appearance 
and sexist remarks affect case outcome. Sixteen percent (16%) of women and three percent (3%) of men thought that 
they did" (op. cit, 141). 

I am not in favour of condoning such behaviour, but I make two points here: 

a) These issues are trivial compared to the penalties suffered by mainly male defendants, and a high proportion 
of these penalties are the result of Feminist-inspired anti-male bias all the way down the chain from funding for 
research, to funding for pressure-groups, to framing of legislation, to enforcement of legislation, to rules of evidence, to 
conviction-rates, to sentencing practices — all the way down to prison conditions and rehabilitation, and beyond. 

b) The Task Force (op. cit., 137) cited statistics which showed that bias in favour of women was just as 
prevalent in courtrooms as bias against women. Even the Task Force's assumption that women were more aware of bias 
against women than men were does not excuse it for virtually ignoring this point: 

"Seventy-one percent (71%) of female respondents but only thirty percent (30%) of male respondents reported 
having observed incidents where it appeared that judges treated women litigants or witnesses disadvantageously 
because they were women.... Are women litigants and witnesses ever treated advantageously because they are women ? 
Sixty-eight percent (68%) of female attorneys and sixty-five percent (65%) of male attorneys observed such incidents 
on the part of judges" (op.cit., 137-8). 

Adding the male and female responses together, it is clear that many more attorneys had experienced bias in 
favour of (133%), than against (101%) female litigants or witnesses. Even if you assume that female respondents were 
more reliable on this issue than male respondents (which assumption is itself an example of gender bias on the part of 
the Task Force), you will see that there is only a three percent difference between the 71 % of female respondents who 
who had observed bias against female litigants or witnesses, and the 68% of female respondents who had observed bias 
in favour of female litigants or witnesses. 

Yet the Report mentioned only ways that bias against women could be diminished — no mention was made of 
any possible measures to diminish bias in favour of women (i.e. against men). 

There are many other criticisms I could (and will, if required) make of the New Jersey Report — and I am sure 
I could make similar ones of the others on Michelle Vaughan's list. I have not had time to read most of them. But I 
believe that my remarks above are sufficient to show that there are serious doubts as to the validity of the conclusions 
that such reports have drawn in the past in other countries. 

I am concerned to stop the Law Commission's Feminist steamroller from proceeding on the basis of the 
"obvious" bias against women "revealed" by so many (in fact very deeply flawed) overseas studies, towards its obvious 
goal of mimicking their findings in the New Zealand context. 
3. The Substantive issue: Women's Access to the Law. 

Women have far too much access to the Law! 
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One example is the Law Commission's present show trial of men by women, this kangaroo court, intent on 
peddling lies and half-truths, which is what the present study on "Women's Access to Justice" amounts to. 

In the last couple of centuries since Feminism first arose, and even before the enactment of female adult 
suffrage in New Zealand last century, Feminist pressure groups have been consistently getting progressively more pro- 
women and anti-male legislation passed by parliament. At the same time, they have been conning the public by 
pointing to the straw man of the largely male nature of the actual parliamentarians who took these anti-male, pro- 
women decisions. 

Most defendants in Court are male, and mostly they are in Court as a result of Feminist-inspired anti-male bias 
all the way down the chain from funding for research, to funding for pressure-groups, to framing of legislation, to 
enforcement of legislation, to rules of evidence, to conviction-rates, to sentencing practices — all the way down to 
prison conditions and rehabilitation, and beyond. 

Women have far too much access to justice. 

2. In the USA, Black men are incarcerated at a much higher rate than white men, but primarily for "crimes" against 
other black men. Such as murder, assault, battery, etc.. In the Men's/Fathers' Movement, this is often laid at the door of 
policies that have contributed to forcing black men out of the home by creating the welfare incentives that paid poor 
women (it started with black women) public assistance benefits to help support their children but only so long as the 
father was not present. Hence the "welfare queen" cycle where a girl - typically around 16 years old - would get 
pregnant, move out into an apartment paid for by welfare, and get a certain dollar amount to cover the child. It doesn't 
take long for her to realize that, the more children she has, the more money she gets. She may not intentionally seek to 
get pregnant again for the purpose of getting more money, but it's an easy trap to fall into. 

Nothing settles a man down faster than to have the expectation - either through socialization, legal 
requirement, or ethical/religious reasons - imposed on him to take care of a woman and her children. When he has no 
such anchor, in most cases his behavior is focused more on today than tomorrow, long term plans extend to next week if 
at all, and future goals become yesterday's dreams. 

The programs that led to this were implemented during the Johnson administration in the mid 1960s. At that 
time, Daniel Patrick Moynihan predicted it would lead to the widespread breakdown of the African American family. 
He also predicted that it would eventually spread to affect Euro American families as well. He was right. Bereft of the 
expectation to become fathers, boys become barbarians, rather than men. 

3. In the New Zealand Sunday Star-Times of October 27, 1996. 

4. "Maori Children - Fact Sheet" (2000). Te Puni Kookiri (Ministry of Maori Development) 
Chapter 9 

1. On National Radio in New Zealand. 
Chapter 10 

1. At The Correspondence School, Thorndon, Wellington, New Zealand, on Thursday 12 March 1998. The Facilitator 

was Hilary Sinclair. 

2. Anne Moir and David Jessel: Brain Sex: The Real Difference between Men and Women, New York, Delta, 1991 

3. Criminal Justice Quarterly, Department of Justice, New Zealand, 1993, Issue 3, pages 5-7. 

" ... Dr Meryl McKay is a Senior Psychologist with the Department of Justice Psychological Services Division 
(Palmerston North). The following article gives an overview of her PhD thesis which examined what offenders see as 
the causes of their own offending, and also discusses practical applications for providing treatment programmes for 
offenders.... 

Dr McKay interviewed 200 offenders in prison - 50 sex offenders against children, 50 rapists, 50 violent offenders, and 
50 offenders against property. The offenders were all being assessed by her as part of her usual clinical work and were 
given the option of also being involved in the study.... 

Rapists reported urges for sex with an adult woman as a major cause of offending. ... Other researchers have identified 
power and anger as being major causes of rape behaviour. However these causes were of minor importance in the 
present study. Rather, the important conclusion of this study in regard to rape is that in future it may be necessary to 
address other issues, and avoid preoccupation with anger management solutions." 

Chapter 12 

1. Definition by Mr. M. Archer, reported in Male View magazine, January/March 1998, p. 2. 

2. New Zealand State Services Commission 1990 

Chapter 13 

1. In New Zealand 
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